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ABSTRACT 
The Effect of Father Involvement on Child Sexual Decision Making 
Eva Cherie Haldane 
Using the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health), this dissertation 
explores whether fathers talking to their children about dating affects the odds of their children 
having unprotected sex when they are emerging adults. Logistic regressions were used to analyze 
the relationship between one measure of father engagement, talking to the child about dating, and 
sexual risk taking, operationalized as having unprotected sex.  Utilizing social capital theory and 
Lamb, Pleck, Charnov and Levine’s (1985, 1987) conceptualization of fatherhood, this paper 
explored the possibility that father involvement could either increase or decrease child’s sexual 
risk.  Results from the first model indicate that talking to the father about dating increases the 
odds of children having unprotected sex.  The results also showed that feeling close to the father 
was not a moderator.  The second model investigated if there is a difference in the effect of 
father involvement by gender.  Talking to the father about dating increased the odds of 
nonresident daughters and resident sons having unprotected sex.  Feeling close to the father was 
not a moderator.  The third model explored if there was a difference in the effects of father 
involvement by race and did find a difference.  White resident children had increased odds of 
having unprotected sex if they talked to their fathers about dating.  Feeling close to the father 
was not a moderator in this chapter.  These results challenge the prominent narrative in the 
literature that father involvement is an unmitigated good influence in the child’s life; instead, 
these results show that for some children father involvement can create more harm than good.  It 
is important to note that most fathers did not talk to their children about dating and that the 
specific content and tone of the conversations these fathers had with their children is unknown.  
There is space in the literature to explore how specific messages fathers give their children 
influence their sexual risk decisions in the future.  There is also space for the creation of feminist 
focused fatherhood programs to help fathers talk to their children about dating and sex in a way 
that reduces child risk taking when they are older.
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 Unprotected sex has been a public health issue for decades.  Unprotected sex is defined as 
having sexual intercourse without using contraception.  Examples of contraception are condoms, 
sponges, birth control pills etc.  Social issues, such as changes in family structure like single 
mothers and absent fathers, have become a scapegoat for this public health issue.  For example, a 
common stereotype is that children of single mothers are more prone to sexual risk than children 
in two parent households.  This dissertation aims to examine the role fathers, even nonresident 
fathers, can play in their children’s decision about engaging in unprotected sexual activity.  
Racial differences in gender-role and parenting attitudes could explain the differences in 
fathering by race (Hofferth, 2003). 
This dissertation has four aims: 
1. To estimate how father involvement is associated with children’s sexual risk decision 
making in emerging adulthood. 
2. To see if the effects of father involvement differ by father’s gender. 
3. To see if the effects of father involvement differ by father’s race. 
4. To see if these effects are moderated by closeness to the father.  
Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 Most of the research on parental involvement and communication about sexual behavior 
focuses on mothers mainly because mothers are more likely to discuss sex with children than 
fathers (Wight, Williamson and Henderson, 2006; Diiorio, Pluhar & Belcher, 2003; Kirkman, 
Rosenthal and Feldman, 2002).  In interviews with both parents, the idea that mothers spend 
more time with children, that women are better communicators and the belief that mothers are 
more competent about intimacy were provided as reasons why the responsibility fell on mothers 
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(Wight, Williamson and Henderson, 2006; Diiorio, Pluhar & Belcher, 2003; Kirkman, Rosenthal 
and Feldman, 2002).  Even though mothers and fathers reported that both parents have equal 
responsibility to talk about sex with their children, mothers dominated the conversations about 
sex (Kirkman, Rosenthal and Feldman, 2002).  Brown et al. (2014) argue that women may 
conceptualize messages from their mothers differently than messages from their fathers.   Asian 
children recounted that their mothers were more positive and affectionate than their fathers 
(Park, Vo & Tsong, 2009).  Although mothers talked to their children about sex more often than 
fathers (Kirkamn, Rosenthal & Feldman, 2002), the “sex talk” often happens with parents of the 
same gender as the child. 
Father Involvement 
There is a growing body of literature exploring the effects of father involvement in child 
sexual behavior.  The results of this literature, particularly on communication, are mixed.  Partly 
because studies use different measures of father involvement, including qualities of the father-
child relationship like closeness.  This dissertation explores the communication between father 
and child about dating to measure father involvement.  Parent-child discussions about sex and 
dating are a form of engagement and social capital. In interviews with the fathers, Kirkman, 
Rosenthal and Feldman (2002) found that though fathers told their children they were available 
to talk, the fathers were relieved when the children talked to other people instead of them.  These 
fathers also acknowledged feeling very uncomfortable discussing sex with their children, but 
they felt more comfortable talking with their sons than their daughters about sex.  Robert and 
Sonenstien (2010) report that parents begin talking to their children when they suspect they are 
already engaging in sexual behavior.   
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Differences in Father Involvement between Daughters and Sons 
There are conflicting results in the literature about whether fathers treat their children 
differently by gender. Raley and Bianchi (2006) correctly pointed out that there may be a 
publication bias in the research towards finding statistically significant differences in the way 
sons and daughters are parented.  What is more, parents may not even notice they are treating 
their sons and daughters differently (Raley & Bianchi, 2006).  Nevertheless, Harris and Morgan 
(1991) found that fathers are more involved with their sons than their daughters.  Mitchell, 
Booth, and King (2009) did not find a difference in son’s and daughter’s reports of nonresident 
father involvement, but they did find that sons felt closer to their fathers than daughters.   
Father Involvement and Race  
There are many inconsistencies about whether the race of the father affects his 
involvement with his children.  Most papers exploring racial differences among fathers usually 
compare White fathers to one group of fathers of color.  Julian, McKenry, and McKelvey (1994) 
found more similarities in the parenting styles of White, Black, Hispanic and Asian parents than 
differences.  King, Harris, and Heard (2004) did find racial differences in father involvement of 
nonresident fathers.  They found Hispanic youth to be the least likely to have nonresident father 
involvement.  They found White adolescents to have the most contact with their nonresident 
fathers compared to Black and Hispanic adolescents, but this was based on specific measures of 
contact.  When generalized to any contact, the Black/White difference disappeared.  The authors 
did find fathers of color are engaged with their children in activities that allow them to share 
their social capital with their children, like attending religious services or working on schoolwork 
together (King, Harris and Heard, 2004).  Socioeconomic status has been found to be the main 
difference in racial parenting effects (Pong, Hao & Gardner, 2005). 
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Because of social and cultural differences, it would make sense that fathers of different 
races parent their children differently.  Latino fathers who reported being more acculturated to 
American culture also reported being more involved with their children (Glass & Owen, 2010).  
Julian, McKenry, and McKelvey (1994) found that Asian parents were more conservative than 
parents of other races.  They also found that Hispanic and Black parents placed greater 
importance on self-control and obedience than White and Asian parents.  Asian and Hispanic 
parents tend to be more authoritarian and controlling than White parents (Pong, Hao & Gardner, 
2005).   
 Culture also plays a significant role in the racial difference of father involvement and 
parental involvement in general.  Asian cultures place great value on respecting elders and 
showing deference (Kim & Ward, 2007).   
Father Involvement and Sexual Risk Behavior 
In the literature, talking to the child is an umbrella term that covers a multitude of 
interactions.  It appears that there are two factors associated with fathers communicating with 
their children about dating and sex that really affect the child’s behavior: the timing of the 
conversation and the content of the conversation. Quantitative research tends to focus on the 
frequency and timing of the conversation while qualitative research focuses on the content.  
Clawson and Reese-Weber (2003) found that teens who reported more sexual discussions with 
their fathers had sex at an earlier age and reported more sexual partners.  They also found that 
fathers who discussed sex with their children before the child had had sex were older at their 
sexual debut and had fewer partners.  Unfortunately, these same children were also more likely 
to have been or gotten someone pregnant. 
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Whitaker and Miller (2000) speculate that parents that talk to their children about sex feel 
closer to their children and monitor them more closely than parents who do not talk to their 
children about sex and condoms. Feeling close to their father prompted more open conversations 
between fathers and daughters (Peterson, 2006). Gilamo-Ramos et al. (2012) found mixed results 
in their literature review about the effect of closeness on sexual behavior.  They found that not 
only poor relationships quality but also positive monitoring and discipline lead to increased 
sexual risk.  Parental disappointment is also associated with lower likelihood of having a 
sexually transmitted infection later in life (Ford et al., 2005). 
There are mixed results for the effects of fathers talking to their children about sex.  
Wight, Williamson, and Henderson (2006) found family process to have more of an effect on 
child sexual behavior than family structure. Adolescents who felt their parents would approve of 
their having sex had a higher number of sexual partners than adolescents who felt their parents 
would disapprove of their having sex (Coley et al., 2013). Dittus, Jacccard, and Gordon (1997) 
found that paternal disappointment affected child’s sexual behavior, but did not find a difference 
in the effect by child’s gender. 
A sexual double standard in communication has been identified in the literature 
perpetrated by both parents.  Though fathers may spend more time with their sons, both parents 
talk to their daughters more about sex (Kuhle et al., 2014).  Parents and daughters reported more 
restrictive and protective messages (Morgan, Thorne and Zurbiggen, 2010; Diiorio, Pluhar & 
Belcher, 2003). Girls were told to wait until marriage to have sex while boys did not report 
receiving that message from their parents.  Boys received sex positive messages (Kuhle et al., 
2014).  The literature also found that parents talk to their daughters about birth control measures 
more than their sons (Robert & Sonenstein, 2010).  Lehr et al. (2005) found the son’s physical 
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appearance (specifically that he has begun puberty) leads parents to start talking to their sons 
about sex. 
In interviews with daughters, Hutchinson and Cederbaum (2011) found that very few 
daughters felt their fathers had prepared them well for dating or sex.  However, they reported 
their fathers preparing them more for dating.  They also reported that their fathers revealed male 
perspectives on dating and sex and provided models of how men should treat women.  The 
authors found three interesting barriers to father-daughter conversations about sex: lack of a 
relationship between the father and daughter, the father viewing the daughter as “daddy’s little 
girl” and fathers refusing to talk to their daughters about sex because of his gender and only 
talking to sons about sex. Kirkman, Rosenthal & Feldman (2002) found that fathers reported 
feeling more comfortable talking to their sons about sex than dating.  Epstein and Ward (2008) 
found that parents did not communicate with their sons about sex, boys receive more information 
about sex from their peers and the media.  Robert and Sonenstein (2010) found that for most 
children parents were the influential people children upon whom relied for information about 
sex.        
There is also mixed evidence about parent children, and contraceptive use, Whitaker and 
Miller (2000) found that parental discussions about condoms resulted in greater condom use 
during last intercourse and greater lifetime consistent condom use.  Frisco (2005) did find that 
parents talking with their children about contraception increased the odds of their children using 
contraception.    Gillmore et al. (2011) found that parent-child communication about sex was 
negatively related to condom use. Wight, Williamson and Henderson (2006) found no evidence 
that a child’s comfort in discussing sex with their parents was associated with on sexual 
behavior, including contraception use.  However, for sons who felt uncomfortable talking about 
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sex with their father were more likely to use condoms.  Daughters who felt comfortable talking 
to their fathers about sex, were more likely to use condoms. 
Racial differences have been found in the way fathers discuss dating and sex with their 
children.  In his review of the literature, Wright (2009) found that Black and Latino fathers 
engage more in sexual discussions with their children than White and Asian fathers.  Peterson 
(2006) found Black fathers to have a more powerful effect on protecting daughters from sexual 
risk than mothers.  There are very few articles exploring Asian parents communicating about sex 
with their children.  Kim and Ward (2007) suggested that Asian youth may receive less 
information about sex than their peers.  Wright highlighted that Asian fathers may use “subtle 
[and] indirect” methods to communicate about sex with their children that may go undetected by 
conventional measures used by academics.  Kim and Ward (2007) described this as high context 
communication, where parents convey their values and expectations without explicitly talking 
about sex.   
Across all the races, parents talked to their daughters more than their sons about sex 
(Guillmore et al., 2011).  The gender difference in the conversations fathers had with their sons 
and daughters also occurred in families of colors.  King, Harris, and Heard (2004) found that 
White girls talk to their nonresident fathers about dating more than White boys, Asian boys talk 
to their nonresident fathers about dating more than Asian girls.  Asian daughters reported 
receiving more information about sex than sons, although both reported receiving minimal 
information (Kim & Ward, 2007). 
Hispanic and Asian parents talk to their children about dating and personal issues less 
than White parents (Pong, Hao & Gardner, 2005). Caal et al. (2013) also found that Latino 
parents did not speak to their children about sex because they felt that even having the 
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conversation meant giving their daughters permission to have sex.  Brown et al. (2014) found 
Black fathers discussed many topics with their children and found that messages of self-respect 
lead to increased safer condom uses but messages like “men are bad” reduced safe condom use. 
Unprotected Sex 
Parents talk to their children about sex to protect them from the risks of having 
unprotected sex, specifically from contracting sexually transmitted infections and/or getting 
pregnant unintentionally.  Young people account for a quarter of the population but 50% of the 
new STI cases (CDC, 2016).  Per the Guttmacher Institute, more than 99% of women between 
the ages of 15 and 44 who have had sexual intercourse have used at least one form of 
contraception (Guttmacher, 2016). People of color disproportionally have STIs (CDC, 2016).  
African-Americans have higher risks of chlamydia, gonorrhea and syphilis, than other races. 
Non-Hispanic Black people have the higher rates of pelvic inflammatory disease, chlamydia, and 
gonorrhea than other races (CDC, 2015). Black men were more likely than White men to have an 
STI (Dariotis et al, 2011).  The perceived (or actual) shortage of men of color allows some 
women to engage in riskier sexual behavior, like accepting their sexual partner having other 
concurrent sexual partners (CDC, 2015).  Asian Americans have lower rates of STIs and teenage 
pregnancies than other races (CDC, 2016; Kim & Ward, 2007). 
One can understand the double standard in the conversations parents have with their 
children of different races when one considers the consequences of unprotected sex and who 
would bear the brunt of the responsibility for consequences.  The CDC (2016) reports that both 
young men and women are heavily affected by STIs; however, women face longer term health 
consequences than men, like infertility. 
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People engage in unprotected sex even when they are informed of the risks.  When 
women become pregnant despite contraception use it is often because of inconsistent or incorrect 
contraception use (Trussell, 2007).  Almost half of all pregnancies are unintended (Finer & 
Zolna, 2016).  Many unintended pregnancies are the result of incorrect and inconsistent use of 
contraceptives.  Women who are not concerned about becoming pregnant are more likely to use 
their birth control inconsistently (Frost & Darroch, 2008).  Gillmore et al. (2011) found that even 
women who discussed condom use with their fathers were still unable to negotiate condom use 
well.   
 Afifi (1999) explored the social meaning of condom use and concluded that people 
attach conduct use to maintain impressions and to maintain relationships.  Maintaining 
impression refers to the idea that people act in ways to achieve and maintain a favorable 
impression from others and that they will also work to protect the identity of their partner.  In the 
case of condom use, condoms have been marketed to protect people from disease.  The 
introduction of condoms in sexual relationship threatens one’s identity because it implies a 
person is at risk disease or already has a disease.  Condoms also threaten the identity of the 
partner because it implies they are not healthy or not monogamous.  People will decide whether 
to approach the conversation to use condoms based on their relationship with the other person. If 
the introduction of condoms would hurt the relationship, either by embarrassing or insulting the 
other person, one may forgo the conversation, and therefore engage in unprotected sex. 
Other Predictors of Sexual Risk Behavioral 
In this section, I will introduce other predictors of sexual risk behavior.  Living in a two-
parent household has been found to be associated with lower sexual risk, specifically less 
pregnancy, fewer partners and older age at sexual onset (Coley, Votruba-Drzal & Schindler, 
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2009; Mendle et al., 2009; Wight, Williamson & Henderson, 2006; Moore & Chase-Lansdale, 
2001; Dittus, Jaccard & Gordon, 1997; Young and Jensen, 1991; Hogan & Kitagawa, 1985).  
Additionally, having two parents in the household increased the likelihood that an adolescent’s 
activities are monitored (Mendle et al., 2009).  The literature has shown that parental monitoring 
decreases children’s sexual risk behavior (Manlove et al., 2008; Wight, Williamson & 
Henderson, 2006).  According to Wight, Williamson & Henderson (2006) monitoring may serve 
as a proxy for sharing parental values. 
There are mixed results about the effects of self-esteem on risky sexual behavior.  Girls 
with higher self-esteem are less likely to engage in risky behavior (Peterson, 2006).  However, 
boys with higher self-esteem are more likely to engage in risky behavior (Ohalete, 2007).  In 
Goodson, Buhi and Dunsmore’s (2006) meta-analysis of the literature on self-esteem found in 
60% of articles there was no statistically significant association between self-esteem and sexual 
risk.  Early sexual debut is associated with continued sexual risk later in life (O’Donnell, 
O’Donnell & Stueve, 2001). The information about religiosity’s effect on sexual behavior is 
mixed (Zimmer-Gembeck & Helfand, 2008).  Religiosity is associated with later sexual onset in 
adolescents and having fewer sexual partners (Haglund & Fethering, 2010).  However, it is also 
associated with less condom use among those who are sexually active (Zaleski & Schiaffino, 
2000). 
Peers also play a role in the child’s sexual development.  Teens report learning more 
about sex from their peers and discussing different aspects of sex with peers than they do with 
their parents (Epstein & Ward, 2008; Whitaker & Miller, 2000).  Peer’s attitudes and behavior 
both influence adolescent’s own behavior (Coley et al., 2013; Maxwell, 2002; Whitbeck, Conger 
& Kao, 1993).  Dating is associated with increased sexual risk because of the opportunity and 
11 
 
pressure to have sex (Zimmer-Gembeck & Helfand, 2008; Kirby, 2002).  Whitbeck and Miller 
(2000) found an interaction between parents talking to their children about sex and peer’s 
influence on children; specifically, children who talked to their parents about sex but had peers 
who engaged in risky behavior were influenced by their peers less than children whose parents 
did not talk to them about sex.  Though peers and media affect children’s sexual decision 
making, parents are cited as being the most influential (Robert & Sonenstein, 2010). 
Chapter 3: Theoretical Framework 
 The literature on father involvement doesn’t utilize one theory consistently.  There are 
many theories that explain how and why fathers influence their children’s behavior, but for this 
paper, I will utilize Social Capital Theory and Lamb, Pleck, Charnov and Levine’s (1985, 1987) 
conceptualization of fatherhood. 
 Coleman (1988) argues that families have three forms of capital: financial capital (their 
wealth), human capital (education and personal attributes), and social capital.  Social capital is an 
abstract term that explains why and how individuals and society make decisions about how to 
behave.  Social capital consists of obligations and expectations, information and norms and 
effective sanctions.  Through social capital, children learn and accept their family’s values and 
norms. 
 Parental human capital can be beneficial to child well-being only if parents are involved in 
their children’s lives.  If parents spend quality time with their children and form strong 
relationships, a measure of social capital, then they will use their human capital to improve their 
children.  It is not only the parents’ presence that benefits the child, but also the attention the 
parents pay to their children and their development.  It is for this reason that I believe 
nonresident fathers can be as beneficial to their children as resident fathers.  Social capital helps 
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to create human capital in children.  Social capital outside of the family can also influence child 
outcomes but this paper will focus on father’s social capital. 
 Lamb, Pleck, Charnov and Levine argue that father involvement is composed of three 
components: accessibility, engagement and responsibility.  Accessibility is how available the 
father is to the child; his presence regardless of whether he interacts with his child or not.  
Resident fathers are more accessible to their children than nonresident fathers since they reside in 
the same household.  Engagement is the father’s direct contact with his child.  This includes 
activities like reading, playing and talking to the child.  In this way, both resident and 
nonresident fathers can theoretically have high engagement with their children.  Responsibility is 
the father’s understanding and meeting of the needs of the child.  This includes tasks such as 
providing financially for his family and watching the child.   In this paper, the father involvement 
variables used are different examples of engagement, which is a form of social capital.  Together 
Social Capital Theory and Lamb, Pleck, Charnov & Levine’s typology of fatherhood can explain 
how father involvement affects children’s sexual decision making later in life.   
 Talking to children about dating and sexual behavior is a form of social capital.  As stated 
above, social capital is way for fathers to share their cultural norms and values with their 
children.  A father’s human capital can influence how successful he is when talking to his 
children about dating and sex.  Discussions about dating and sex are awkward for fathers and 
children, but with enough human capital, a father can successfully have a conversation with his 
child and convey his values in way that feels safe to the child.  Another issue that arises when 
using social capital theory to understand how fathers may affect their children’s sexual decisions 
is the congruence between the father’s values and societal values.  What makes dating and sex 
difficult is that society does not share one value regarding dating and sex.  A third issue is the 
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father-child relationship, which influence the effect of social capital on the child’s future 
behavior.  Ideally, a father is able to share his values and this sharing will influence the child’s 
behavior later in life. In action, a father conveys the circumstances under which he would like the 
child to date and the child only dates that way. 
It is easier for resident children to benefit from their father’s social capital than it is for 
nonresident children. Measure of the quality of their relationship with the child may serve as a 
more appropriate comparison between resident and nonresident fathers and their effects on their 
children for two reasons.  First, resident fathers can spontaneously engage with their children 
more easily than nonresident fathers.  Second nonresident fathers are more likely to engage in 
leisure activities than authoritative parenting (King, Harris & Heard, 2004; Stewart, 2003). The 
common assumption is that fathers will discourage their children from engaging in risk.  
Although that may be their intention in talking to their children, their talks may have an adverse 
effect on their child.  The timing and content of the conversation determine if this measure of 
father engagement increases or decreases risk (Clawson and Reese-Weber, 2003; Coley et al., 
2013; Brown et al., 2014).  Another factor that determines if the father engagement has a positive 
or negative effect on the child risk is closeness.  Children who feel close to their fathers are less 
likely to engage in risky behavior (Booth, Scott & King, 2010; Mitchell, Booth & King, 2009; 
Dorius, Bahr, Hoffman & Harmon, 2004; Miller, Benson & Galbraith, 2001).  Following this 
logic, children who do not feel close to their father are more likely to engage in risky behavior.  
Children are likely to not feel close to their father if he is too controlling or if their father 




Gaps in the Literature 
This study is contributing to the growing literature that explores father’s effect on sexual 
decision making.  Because mothers are more likely to talk to their children about sex, most of the 
research on parental effects on sexual behavior focus on the mother alone or both parents 
together.  This dissertation adds to the literature on the effects of fathers alone on child’s sexual 
decision making.  Few studies have explored the father involvement and the effects of resident 
and nonresident fathers in the same paper.  Fewer studies examine if there is a gender difference 
in the effects of fathers talking to their children about dating.  This research also fills a gap 
because it focuses on the effect of father’s social capital on the child’s sexual behavior when they 
are older.     
Chapter 4: Current Study 
Current Study Model One 
The first model explores the effect of one measure of father engagement, talking to the 
child about dating, on emerging adults’ sexual decision making.  This model will also explore if 
and how the child’s feelings of closeness to father moderates the effect of father engagement on 
the sexual decisions.  Because of the conflicting results in the literature, the first model has three 
hypotheses: 
1. Children that talk to their fathers about dating will have lower sexual risk later in life than 
children that do not talk to their fathers about dating. 
2. Children that talk to their fathers about dating will have higher sexual risk later in life 
than children that do not talk to their fathers about dating. 
I am not committed to a particular hypothesis.  There is literature that supports both 
hypotheses, so I will allow the data to adjudicate which hypothesis is supported for this paper.  
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3. Closeness will moderate the effect of father involvement on child sexual risk taking. 
Using Booth’s argument, this paper sought to explore whether closeness would moderate 
the effect of nonresident father’s involvement on the child’s sexual decision making later in life.  
This paper theorizes that feeling close to the father moderates the effects of father engagement; 
this is not explored in the paper but in the appendix.  
Current Study Model Two 
This second model explores if there is a difference in the effects of father involvement on 
child sexual decision making by gender. This model also explores if feeling close to the father 
moderates the effects of father involvement.   
1. The first hypothesis is that father involvement does affect sons and daughters 
differently.   
2. The second hypothesis is that feeling close to the father will moderate the effects of 
talking to the father about dating, particularly for sons.   
Current Study for Model Three 
The third model explores if there is a difference in the effects of father involvement on 
child sexual decision making by race.  This study will also explore if closeness moderates the 
effect of father involvement.  
1. The first hypothesis is that father involvement will differ by race.   
2. The second hypothesis is that feeling close to the father will moderate the effects of 




Moderators are variables that affect the direction and/or the strength of the relationship 
between the treatment variable and the outcome variables. Though closeness would certainly 
improve the effect of father involvement because a child who feels close to their father would 
behave in the manner their parents want willingly. Parents are more likely to talk to their 
children about sex if they feel close to them.  (Booth, Scott & King, 2010; Mitchell, Booth & 
King, 2009; Dorius, Bahr, Hoffman & Harmon, 2004; Miller, Benson & Galbraith, 2001).  
Booth, Smith, and King (2010) found that children who felt close to their resident and 
nonresident fathers had less delinquent behaviors.  They did find that feeling close to a resident 
father had a larger effect on behavior than feeling close to a nonresident father.  However, I do 
think that fathers can affect their child's behavior without having a close relationship.  Booth, 
Smith, and King (2010) found that children who felt close to their resident and nonresident 
fathers had less delinquent behaviors.  They did find that feeling close to a resident father had a 
larger effect on behavior than feeling close to a nonresident father. 
Chapter 5: Data and Methods 
Data 
 This paper uses National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health).  Add 
Health is a nationally representative dataset of approximately 20,000 individuals collected 
between 1994 and 2009.  This dataset features descriptive information about many facets of the 
respondents’ lives.  There are many questions about the respondents’ physical and emotional 
health, relationship with others and their sexual behavior.  This is one of the few datasets that 
explores the respondent’s relationship with their resident and nonresident fathers.  Add Health is 
a good dataset for this paper because of the combination of information about the child’s sexual 
behavior and information about the child’s relationship with their resident or nonresident father. 
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 In wave one, the children are aged 12 – 21.  Wave two was collected the next year, the 
children are 12 to 18.  The first two waves were collected from children who were in school.  
This already limits the sample to a specific type of child.  Children that were older than 18 in 
wave two were dropped.  Wave three was collected five years later when the children were 18 – 
27.  Children who were dropped for being too old in wave two were added back in wave three.  
For this paper, only people who were in all three waves were used.   
Dependent Variables 
 Unprotected sex is a dichotomous variable which equals one if the participant discloses 
that he or she engaged in vaginal sex with a condom.  The variable equals zero if the respondent 
used a condom.  This coding is used on the unmarried and full samples.  Unprotected sex is 
measured differently for an alternative version of the full sample.  In the original coding, having 
unprotected sex is considered risky behavior even if respondents are married.  Normally this 
behavior is not considered risky for married couples.  For this reason, I created an alternative 
sample by recoding unprotected sex excludes married couples having unprotected sex from the 
risky sexual behavior category.  In this coding, unprotected sex is coded as one for unmarried 
respondents who reported engaging in vaginal sex without contraception.  Unprotected sex is 
coded as one for all married respondents, regardless of whether they reported using contraception 
or not because unprotected sex is not considered risky when the participants are married. 
Treatment Variable 
 Talking to the father about dating at wave two is the key measure of father involvement. 
This measure of father involvement is dichotomous (with 1 equaling yes if the father engages in 
this activity and 0 equaling no if the father does not engage in this activity).  Children answered 
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the question if they talked to their father about dating within the last four weeks.   
Other Variables 
 All control and confounding variables were measured in wave one.  This paper controls for 
demographic information about the child, including age and household income.  It also controls 
for parental scales, reported by children about their parents.  One scale measures whether the 
child thinks their mother is warm (measured 0 = strong disagree and 5 = strongly agree).  Coding 
of mother disappointment, a dichotomous variable, depends upon responses to questions about 
whether the child thinks their mother would be disappointed to learn the child was having sex in 
wave one (1 = yes, 0 = no).  There are also variables that depend upon how children answer 
questions about themselves: how they rank their self-esteem (0 = low self-esteem, 3 = high self-
esteem), religiosity (0 = not religious to 16 = very religious), if they feel their friends would 
respect them more and if their partner would respect them less if they had sex (both measured 0 
= strongly disagree – 5 = strongly agree).   
 Confounders are predictors that affect the treatment variable and the dependent variable.  
The confounders for this paper are race, which is measured as separate dichotomous variables 
(White, Black, Hispanic and other; White is the reference category), gender (1 = female, 0 = 
male; male is reference category), a categorical variable that depends on how mothers answered 
about how often she has spoken to the child about sex (0=never/has not spoken to the child, ; 3= 
a great deal) [mom talk], how close the child felt to the father during wave one (measured as a 
dichotomous variable where 1=feels close, 0 = does not feel close) [close talk], does the child 
feel the family pays attention to the child [family pays attention] and does the child feel the 
parents care about them [parents care], (both measured as 0 = strongly disagree and 5= strongly 
agree). For the nonresident children, I also include a variable that takes a value of 1 if the child 
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ever lived with the father and 0 otherwise [ever live].   The children are also asked if they had 
dated by wave one (1 = yes, 0 = no) [ever dated], and if they had sex yet and used protection (0 = 
they had not had sex yet, 1 = they had sex and used protection, 2 = they had sex and did not use 





Logistic regressions are used to examine the association between father engagement and having 





 The logistic regression results are presented as odds ratios.   
𝑜𝑑𝑑𝑠(𝑦𝑗  ≠ 0) = exp (𝑥𝑗𝑏 +  𝑏0) 
Logit = Log odds 
𝑙𝑜𝑔𝑖𝑡(𝑥) =  𝑔(𝐹(𝑥)) = ln
𝑓(𝑥)
1 − 𝐹(𝑥)
=  𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑥 
 
   Exponentiated coefficient:  
𝐹(𝑥)
1 − 𝐹(𝑥)
 =  𝑒𝛽0+𝛽1𝑥   
 In the tables, the odds ratios are presented as exponentiated forms.  These results are easier 
to interpret. If an odds ratio is less than one, it means that the treatment and outcome variables 
are negatively associated with each other.  If the odds ratio is more than one, it means that the 
treatment and outcome variables are positively associated with each other.  If the odds ratio 
equals one, then there is no association between the treatment and outcome variables. 
I employed temporal ordering to ensure that the father’s involvement proceeds the 
outcome, unprotected sex.  In the few cases where children had already engaged in sexual 
activity by wave one, they are omitted, and the models are run on children who self-identified as 
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virgins.  The relationship between children and their parents are bidirectional (Coley, Votruba-
Drzal & Schindler, 2009), which means that the child’s behavior could prompt the father’s 
involvement.  With temporal ordering, I can assume the fathers are talking to their children about 
dating as a proactive approach to protect them and that actions of the children in wave three are 
the result of their father involvement in wave two.  Because parents are more likely to discuss 
sex with their children when they think their child, or their child’s peers, is having sex (Diiorio, 
Pluhar & Belcher, 2003), temporal ordering helps avoid this as a reason for the parent to have the 
sex talk. 
Sensitivity Checks 
Three features of the data interfere with the likelihood that the coefficients provide 
consistent estimates of the causal parameters of interest: measurement error, child effects and the 
proximity of waves one and two.  The first, measurement error, arises because of the inclusion of 
married children in the full sample.  As discussed earlier, when married people have unprotected 
sex it is not considered risky.  In fact, fathers who want grandchildren may encourage their 
married children to have unprotected sex. As a result, including married children in the sample 
could make the father involvement coefficient larger than the true causal relationship between 
talking with teenaged children about dating and risky sexual behavior in adulthood (increase the 
odds of unprotected sex).  
The study uses two approaches to minimize the effect of married people on the results. 
The first approach reruns the model after excluding married children from the sample. The 
second approach reruns the model on an alternatively coded sample, in which all married 
children are coded as having protected sex regardless of whether they did or not.  While both 
approaches alter the size of the father involvement coefficient, bringing it closer to the true 
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causal relationship between talking to teenaged children about dating and unprotected sex in 
young adulthood, each has its costs. The first approach increases the variance of the estimated 
father-involvement coefficient, as well as other coefficients in the model, making it more 
difficult to distinguish the true affect from sampling error. The second approach introduces a 
deliberate source of measurement error into the model.   
A second threat to the causal inference is the possibility of child effects. The study is 
interested in estimating the effects of father involvement (talking to their adolescent children 
about dating) on children’s sexual risk behavior in young adulthood; this is a father effect. 
However, the estimated coefficient very likely includes an effect of children’s behavior during 
adolescence on both unprotected sex in young adulthood and the likelihood that fathers initiate 
conversations about dating when children are adolescents; this is a child effect. Dating and 
sexual initiation before or during adolescence increase the odds that fathers talk to their 
adolescent children about dating and strongly increase the odds of having unprotected sex later in 
life. Therefore, the study uses three approaches to minimize the likelihood that the estimated 
coefficients include child effects.  
The first approach excludes children who had already begun dating by wave one from the 
sample. The second approach excludes children who were not virgins in wave one from the 
sample. The third approach excludes both children who had already begun dating by wave one 
and children who are not virgins at wave one from the sample. Approaches one and two should 
each reduce the probability that the estimated coefficient reflects a child affect. As a result, each 
approach will result in a more consistent estimate of the true father effect. It is difficult to 
speculate about whether approach one or approach two will result in a better estimate of the 
father effect because we can only speculate about whether having previously dated is more likely 
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to provoke a conversation by fathers about dating than having already become sexually active. 
However, since the third approach eliminates two possibilities of observing a child affect it is 
likely to provide a more consistent estimate of the true father effect than the estimate based upon 
the full sample, approach one, or approach two. Nevertheless, any approach that reduces the 
sample size will result in estimates of the father effect with larger standard errors.  This, in turn, 
will make it more difficult to distinguish the true effect from sampling error.  
The third threat to causal inference is the proximity of wave 1 and 2 of the data, which 
undermines the effectiveness of temporal ordering as a strategy to improve causal inference. One 
advantage of using longitudinal, rather than cross sectional, data to estimate the causal effect of 
father involvement on sexual risk behavior is that longitudinal data allows researchers to 
temporally order the data so that the cause is observed in an earlier time and the effect is 
observed at a later time. However, use of temporal ordering also requires that other predictors of 
the outcome be observed prior to the key independent variable of interest. Two such predictors in 
the dissertation are: whether the child had already become sexually active or whether the child 
had already begun dating. Unfortunately, we observed these predictors only one year before we 
observe our measure of father involvement, which makes our argument that our predictors are 
measured before father involvement weak.  
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Figure 1: Temporal Ordering 
 
 In the next section, descriptive information about the sample is presented, followed by 
bivariate analysis of the effects of father involvement on the odds of the adult child having 
unprotected sex.  The logistic regressions are run in seven separate models: the full sample 
(which serves as the baseline), the unmarried sample, the alternatively coded sample, unmarried 
children who had not dated by wave one, unmarried children who had not had sex by wave one, 
unmarried children who had not dated or had sex by wave and the entire sample except for 
children who had had sex or had dated by wave one.  Each model is run by father residence 
status.  These are followed by a brief discussion about the role of closeness in these models. 
Chapter 6: Model 1 Results 
Part 1: Demographics (Table 2) 
The nonresident sample engaged in more unprotected sex, in the full and alternative 
models, in both waves three and four than the resident sample.  In both samples, under a third of 
the children engaged in unprotected sex during wave three (22.74% of the resident sample and 
29.08% of the nonresident sample).  The alternatively coded unprotected sex sample yielded 
similar results.  The difference between resident and nonresident children and the alternatively 












Most children had not talked to their fathers about dating in wave two.  The resident 
sample had higher rates of father involvement than the resident sample.  A little over thirty 
percent (30.59%) of the resident sample talked to their fathers about dating and a little over 
twenty percent (21.62%) of the nonresident sample did.  Both results were statistically 
significant. 
The table below lists the coefficients for father involvement for all of the models in the 
chapter six.  The full tables for each of these models are located after the conclusion chapter.  
The appendix contains tables with interaction terms are briefly discussed at the end of the 
discussion of each model.  The next two chapters are formatted this way. 
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Logistic Regression Results 
Table 1: Summary of Results of Exponentiated Odds Ratios of Father Involvement 
Logistic Regressions in Chapter 1  












Table 3 (Full 
Sample) 




1.156 0.975-1.371 0.094 0.980 0.754-1.024 0.879 
Table 5 (Alt. 
Sample) 
1.094 0.927-1.292 0.287 0.936 0.725-1.208 0.610 
Table 6 
(Unmarried 
Sample that Never 
Dated) 
0.969 0.730-1.285 0.826 1.005 0.624-1.620 0.982 
Table 7 
(Unmarried 
Sample & Virgins) 
1.264 1.021-1.564 0.031 1.096 0.750-1.601 0.637 
Table 8 
(Unmarried, 
Virgins who Never 
Dated) 
1.026 0.750-1.404 0.871 1.492 0.875-2.542 0.141 
Table 9 (Full 
Sample of Virgins 
who Never Dated) 
1.026 0.750-1.404 0.871 1.492 0.875-2.542 0.141 
 
Full Sample (Table 3) 
In the full sample, talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident 
children (13.6%) had unprotected sex and was statistically significant.  It decreased the odds that 
nonresident children had unprotected sex by 5.3% but this result was not statistically significant.  
Thus, our results provide support for the over-controlling hypothesis for the resident children. In 
the versions of this model in which talking to the father about dating was interacted with 
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closeness, the interaction terms, were not statistically significant in the resident nor nonresident 





Unmarried Sample (Table 4) 
Resident unmarried children who talked to their father about dating had odds that were 
15.6% higher than their peers who had not talked to their father about dating and this result was 
statistically significant.  In terms of the sensitivity analysis, this result runs counter to what I 
expected, which was that after excluding married children, the father involvement coefficient 
would become smaller than the coefficient in the full model.  Though the father involvement 
coefficient became larger, the difference between it and the corresponding coefficient from the 
full sample (Table 2) is small, which suggests that bias due to measurement error was small.   
Nonresident unmarried children had 2% decreased odds of having unprotected sex; 
however, this result was not statistically significant.  Like the resident sample, the father 
involvement coefficient became larger; also, the difference between this coefficient and the full 
sample coefficient is small which means that error due to measurement error was small.  Feeling 
close to the father was not a moderator in the resident or nonresident sample (See Appendix 
Table 4A).    
Alternatively Coded Full Sample (Table 5) 
Resident children who talked to their father about dating had increased odds of having 
unprotected sex (9.4%).  This result was not statistically significant.  Compared to the full 
sample, the father involvement coefficient did become smaller as expected   Compared with the 
coefficient in the full sample, the reduction in coefficient size was small, which leads us to 
believe that the bias due to measurement error was also small. 
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Nonresident children who talked to their fathers about dating had decreased odds of 
having unprotected sex (6.4%).  This result was not statistically significant.  The father 
involvement coefficient became smaller as expected but did not become statistically significant.  
The decrease in coefficient size is small which leads us to believe that the bias due to 
measurement error was also small.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in the 
resident or nonresident sample (See Appendix Table 5A).  
Unmarried Never Dated Sample (Table 6) 
 Resident children who talked to their fathers about dating had decreased odds of having 
unprotected sex (3.1%).  This result was not statistically significant.  In this model, the 
coefficient for father involvement for resident children is smaller than the coefficient in the full 
sample.  The change in the coefficient is large compared to other sensitivity checks.  This leads 
me to believe that bias due to child effects was larger in resident samples that include children 
who had ever dated.   
Nonresident children who talked to their fathers about dating had increased odds of 
having unprotected sex (0.5%), but this was not statistically significant.  The father involvement 
coefficient is larger than the full sample and the change in coefficient size is smaller than the 
previous two sensitivity checks, which leads me to believe that for nonresident children, the child 
effects of ever dating are relatively small.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in the 
resident or nonresident sample (See Appendix Table 6A). 
Unmarried Virgin Sample (Table 7) 
Resident children who talked to their fathers about dating had increased odds of having 
unprotected (26.4%) and this result was statistically significant.  The father involvement 
30 
 
coefficient was smaller than the corresponding coefficient in the full sample and was statistically 
significant, but it still showed father involvement was associated with increased risk.  Though the 
change in coefficient size was smaller than the “unmarried and never dated” sample, the change 
was large relative to the other sensitivity checks, meaning that the child effects were large in the 
resident sample that included children who had ever had sex.   
Nonresident children who talked to their fathers about dating also had increased odds of 
having unprotected sex (9.6%), but this result was not statistically significant.   The nonresident 
father involvement coefficient was larger than the coefficient in the full model and was not 
statistically significant.  The size of the change in the coefficient was large relative to other 
sensitivity checks implying that the error due to child effects was large in nonresident samples 
that included children who had had sex. Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in the 
resident or nonresident sample (See Appendix Table 7A). 
Unmarried Never Dated and Virgin Sample (Table 8) 
 Resident children who talked to the father about dating had increased odds of having 
unprotected sex (2.6%) but this effect was not statistically significant.  The resident father 
coefficient was smaller than the full sample coefficient, but the effect size relative to other 
sensitivity checks was pretty large, suggesting that the error associated with child effects was 
relatively large in comparison to the other sensitivity analysis. 
Nonresident children who talked to their father about dating had increased odds of having 
unprotected sex (by 49.2%) and was statistically significant.    The nonresident father coefficient 
was larger than the full sample coefficient and also larger than the father involvement 
coefficients in the other sensitivity analyses.  The error associated with child effects was largest 
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in nonresident samples including children who had ever dated and had ever had sex.  Feeling 
close to the father was not a moderator in this model (See Appendix Table 8A).     
Full Sample (without Ever Dated or Ever Had Sex (Table 9) 
 Resident children who talked to their father about dating had increased odds of having 
unprotected sex (6.2%); this result was not statistically significant.  The father involvement 
coefficient for resident children is smaller than the father involvement coefficient in the full 
sample.  The size of the change in the coefficient was relatively small which means the error 
associated with child effects is small in this model. 
Nonresident children who talked to their father about dating had increased odds of having 
unprotected sex by 50.5%; this result was not statistically significant.  The father involvement 
coefficient for the nonresident children is larger than the coefficient in the full sample and did 
not become statistically significant.  The size of the change in the coefficient was relatively large 
meaning the error associated with child effects was small in the large sample.    Feeling close to 
the father was not a moderator in this model (See Table 9A). 
Summary of Results for Paper  
The first hypothesis, that father involvement is negatively associated with child sexual 
risk decision making in late adolescence and early adulthood, was not supported.   
The second hypothesis, that father involvement would increase sexual risk, was partially 
supported.  In four models, the father involvement coefficient was greater than one, meaning 
father involvement increased risk, and was statistically significant: in the full sample, in the 
unmarried sample, in the unmarried and virgin sample, and in the full sample that did not contain 
children who had dated or ever had sex by wave one. 
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The third hypothesis, that these results are moderated by closeness, was not supported. 
Closeness was a not moderator in any of the models.   
Chapter 7: Model 2 Results 
Demographics 
Figure 2: Unprotected Sex by Gender 
 
Most of the children who were having sex in wave three were engaging in protected sex 
(over 70%). Nonresident sons and daughters reported having more unprotected sex in wave three 
than resident sons and daughters (27.78% and 29.98% versus 22.64% and 22.82% respectively).  
Nonresident daughters reported having unprotected sex more than nonresident sons.  Resident 
children reported talking to their fathers about dating more than nonresident children (31.42% for 
resident daughters, 29.67% for resident sons, 21.26% for nonresident daughters and 22.14% for 
nonresident sons).  Resident daughters talked to their fathers about dating more than sons    
Nonresident sons talked to their fathers slightly more than resident sons.  None of these 
differences were statistically significant. 
Resident children felt closer to their fathers than nonresident children (resident daughter 
score- 4.09, resident son score - 4.38 compared to nonresident daughter score – 2.60 and 
nonresident son score - 2.85).  Sons felt closer to their fathers than daughters in the resident and 
nonresident samples.  Nonresident children reported talking to their mothers about sex more than 
resident children (nonresident daughter score – 1.88, nonresident son score – 1.64, resident 
daughter score – 1.78 and resident son score – 1.59).  These results were statistically significant. 
The table below lists the coefficients for father involvement for all of the models in the 
chapter seven.  The full tables for each of these models are located after the conclusion chapter.  
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The appendix contains tables with interaction terms are briefly discussed at the end of the 
discussion of each model.   
 






Logistic Regression Results 
Table 10: Summary of Results of Exponentiated Odds Ratios of Father Involvement Logistic Regressions in Chapter 2 
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Full Sample (Table 12) 
In the resident sample, talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident 
sons (26.1%) and daughters (2.9%) had unprotected sex.  The result for sons was statistically 
significant.  Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that nonresident sons engaged 
in unprotected sex by 0.2%.  It decreased the odds that nonresident daughters had unprotected 
sex by 10.7%.  Neither of these results was statistically significant.  Feeling close to the father 
was not a moderator in this model (See Table 12A). 
Unmarried Sample (Table 13) 
Resident children who talked to their father about dating had increased odds of having 
unprotected sex (30.2% for resident sons 2.1% for resident daughters).  The results for the sons 
were statistically significant.  For the sensitivity analysis, the father involvement coefficient for 
resident daughters was smaller than the coefficient in the full sample but did not gain statistical 
significance.  The coefficient for resident sons was larger than the full sample but stayed 
statistically significant.  The change in coefficient size was small for both samples suggesting the 
measurement error due to including married children was small for the resident sample.     
Nonresident daughters who talked to their fathers about dating had decreased odds of 
having unprotected sex (8.7%).  Nonresident sons who talked to their fathers about dating had 
increased odds of having unprotected (4.4%).  Neither result was statistically significant.  The 
father involvement coefficients for both sons and daughters was larger than the full sample, but 
not by much.  Neither result gained significance.  The measurement error due to including 
married children was small for this model.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this 
model (See Table 13A). 
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Alternatively Coded Sample (Table 14) 
In the resident sample, talking with the father about dating decreased the odds of having 
unprotected sex for daughters (2.8%) and increased the odds for sons (23.4%).  The result for 
sons was statistically significant. For the sensitivity check, the father involvement coefficient for 
daughters was smaller than the coefficient in the full sample but did not reach statistical 
significance.  The father involvement coefficient for sons was larger than the coefficient in the 
full sample and retained statistical significance.  The size of the change for both coefficients was 
small, which means the measurement error associated with including married people was small.   
In the nonresident sample, talking to the father about dating decreased the odds for 
daughters of having unprotected (14.1%), but was not statistically significant.  For nonresident 
sons, talking to the father about dating increased the odds of having unprotected sex (3.2%) and 
was not statistically significant. The father involvement coefficient for both sons and daughters 
were larger than in the full sample but neither gained statistical significance.  The size of the 
change of the coefficients was small, meaning for the nonresident sample, the measurement error 
associated with including married people was small. Feeling close to the father was not a 
moderator in this model (see Table 14A). 
Unmarried and Never Dated (Table 15) 
 Resident daughters who talked to their father about dating had decreased odds of having 
unprotected sex (18.3%).  Resident sons who talked to their father about dating had increased 
odds of having unprotected sex (16.4%).  Neither result was not statistically significant.  The 
father involvement coefficient for both sons and daughters was smaller than the coefficient in the 
full sample; although neither gained statistical significance.  The change in the coefficient size 
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for daughters was large, meaning the error associated with child effects was large.  The size of 
the change in the son’s coefficient was smaller meaning the error associated with the child effect 
was smaller for the sons than the daughters.   
Nonresident daughters who talked to their fathers about dating had increased odds of 
having unprotected sex (70.6%) but was not statistically significant.  Nonresident sons who 
talked to their fathers about dating had decreased odds of having unprotected sex (39%) and was 
not statistically significant.  For both sons and daughters, the father involvement coefficients in 
this model were larger than the coefficients in the full sample.  They also did not reach statistical 
significance.  The change in the coefficient size was larger for daughters than for sons, meaning 
the error associated with child effects was larger in the daughters’ sample than the sons’ sample 
for this model.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this model (see Table 15A). 
Unmarried Virgin Sample (Table 16) 
In the unmarried virgin sample, talking to the father about dating increased the odds that 
resident daughters and sons had unprotected sex by 16.6% and 36.4% respectively.  The result 
for sons was statistically significant.  The father involvement coefficients for both sons and 
daughters were larger than the coefficients in the full sample.  The son’s father involvement 
coefficient retained statistical significance.  The change in the coefficient size was large meaning 
the error due to child effects was large.  
For nonresident daughters and sons talking to their father about dating increased the odds 
of having unprotected sex by 11.1% and 5.4% respectively.  These results were not statistically 
significant.  The father involvement coefficients were larger than the coefficients in the full 
sample and neither attained statistical significance.  The change in father involvement coefficient 
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size was larger for daughters than for sons, meaning the error associated with child effect was 
larger for daughters than for the sons.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this 
model (see Table 16A).   
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample (Table 17) 
 Talking to the father about dating decreased the odds of having unprotected sex for 
resident daughters (21.1%) but was not statistically significant.  Talking to fathers about dating 
increased the odds of having unprotected sex for resident sons (26.1%) but was not statistically 
significant. The father involvement coefficients for nonresident daughters and sons and for 
resident sons were smaller in this sample than in the full model.  The father involvement 
coefficient for resident daughters was much larger than the coefficient in the full sample.  The 
father involvement coefficient for resident sons was exactly the same as it was in the full sample 
meaning there was no error due to child effects in this model.  The father involvement coefficient 
for resident daughters was smaller than the coefficient in the full sample but did not gain 
statistical significance.  The error associated with child effects for this model was small for this 
sample. 
Talking to the father about dating increased the odds of having unprotected sex for 
nonresident daughters (146.3%) and was statistically significant.  For nonresident sons, talking to 
the father about dating decreased the odds of having unprotected sex (12.4%) but was not 
statistically significant.  The father involvement coefficient for resident daughters was larger 
than the full sample coefficient but it did gain statistical significance.  The coefficient for 
nonresident sons was smaller than the coefficient for the full sample but did not gain statistical 
significance.  The error associated with child effects was much larger in the daughter sample 
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than the son sample.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this model (see Table 
17A). 
Full Sample without Children who have Ever Dated or Ever Had Sex (Table 18) 
Talking to the father about dating decreased the odds of resident daughters having 
unprotected sex (14.9%) but was not statistically significant.  For resident sons, talking to the 
father about dating increased the odds of having unprotected sex (29.0%) and was also not 
statistically significant.  The coefficient for father involvement for resident daughters was 
smaller than the coefficient in the full sample but did attain statistical significance.  The 
coefficient for resident sons was larger than the coefficient in the full sample and also did not 
gain statistical significance.  The change in coefficient size was larger for daughters than for sons 
meaning the error associated with child effects was larger in the daughter sample than the sons 
but was relatively small overall. 
Talking to fathers about dating increased the odds of nonresident daughters having 
unprotected sex (131.7%) and was statistically significant.  For nonresident sons, talking to the 
father about dating decreased the odds of having unprotected sex (5.7%).  The coefficient for 
nonresident daughters was larger than the coefficient in the full sample but it did gain statistical 
significance.  The coefficient for nonresident sons was smaller than the coefficient in the full 
sample but did not achieve significance.  The change in coefficient size was larger for daughters 
than sons meaning error associated with child effects was larger in the daughter sample than the 
son sample.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this model (see Table 18A). 
Summary of Results 
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The first hypothesis, that father involvement affects the genders differently, was 
supported.  Father involvement increased the odds a resident son would engage in unprotected 
sex in the full, unmarried, alternatively coded sample, unmarried virgin sample, unmarried, never 
dated and virgin sample, and the full sample of children who had never dated and were virgins.  
Father involvement increased the odds of nonresident daughters engaging in unprotected sex in 
the unmarried, never dated and virgin sample and the full sample of children who had never 
dated and were virgins. 
The second hypothesis, that these results are moderated by closeness, was not supported. 
The interaction term was not statistically significant in any of the models.   
Chapter 8: Model 3 Results 
Demographics 
Figure 3: Racial Breakdown of Full Sample 
Most children did not talk with their father about dating in the past 30 days (72%).  White 
children talked to their fathers about dating the most (32.5%), followed by Hispanic children 
(23.54%), then African American children (21.54%) and then the other race children (21.13%).  
When broken down by resident status, the results become really interesting.  Resident children 
(28%) talked to their fathers about dating more than nonresident children (25%).   Hispanic 
resident children talked to their fathers about dating the most (43.74%), followed by White 
resident children (33.94%), then White nonresident children (27.97%), Black resident children 
(26.75%), Other race resident children (23.66%), Hispanic nonresident children (18.53%), Black 
nonresident children (17.42%) and finally other nonresident children (13.60%). Most of the 
mothers reported talking to their children about sex (81.11%).  Black mothers reported talking to 
their children about sex the most (1.929), followed by White mothers (1.795), Hispanic mothers 
(1.491) and then Other race mothers (1.261). 
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Resident children reported feeling closer to their fathers than nonresident children.  White 
resident children reported feeling closest to their fathers, followed by Other race resident 
children, Black resident children, Hispanic resident children, White nonresident children, 
Hispanic nonresident children, Other race nonresident children and finally Black nonresident 
children. While the relationship between the child and father affects the comfort the two share 
discussing sex, Wright (2009) concluded that the actual message conveyed was more important 
than the father-child relationship in sexual decision making.   
Most emerging adults engaged in protected sex (75%) in wave three.  Of those that did 
not, Hispanic emerging adults reported the most unprotected sex (29.45%), followed by African 
American emerging adults (29.07%), Other race emerging adults (28.07%) and finally White 
children (21.16%).  When broken down by resident status, resident Hispanic emerging adults 
reported the most unprotected sex (45.77%), followed by African American nonresident children 
(31.77%), Other race nonresident children (30.40%), Hispanic nonresident children (28.63%), 
Other resident children (27.25%), White nonresident children (26.61%), Black resident children 
(25.67%) and finally the White resident children (19.42%). 
The table below lists the coefficients for father involvement for all of the models in the 
chapter eight.  The full tables for each of these models are located after the conclusion chapter.  
The appendix contains tables with interaction terms are briefly discussed at the end of the 
discussion of each model.  The next two chapters are formatted this way. 






Table 19: Summary of Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of Father Involvement on Child Unprotected Sex in Chapter 3 
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Table 19: Summary of Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of Father Involvement on Child Unprotected Sex in Chapter 3 
 Hispanic Other 
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Full Sample (Table 20) 
Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident children had 
unprotected sex for all the races (7.3% for Black children, 14.4% for White children, 2% for 
Hispanic children and 30.3% for other race children), none of these results were statistically 
significant.  In the nonresident sample, talking to the father about dating decreased the odds of 
having unprotected sex for the Black sample (5.5%), Hispanic sample (26.2%) and Other race 
sample (40.1%).  Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that nonresident white 
children had unprotected sex (8.7%); this result was not statistically significant.  Feeling close to 
the father was not a moderator in any of the samples (see Table 20A). 
Unmarried Sample (Table 21) 
Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident Black children (by 
10%) had unprotected sex, and decreased the odds that nonresident Black children had 
unprotected sex (by 3%).  Neither result was statistically significant.  The father involvement 
coefficients in this model are larger than the father involvement coefficients in the full sample, 
and they did not attain statistical significance.  The change in coefficient size was small meaning 
the error associated with measurement error was small.  Feeling close to the father was not a 
moderator in the Black sample (see Table 21A). 
Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident and nonresident White 
children (23.5% and 12.2% respectively) had unprotected sex.  The resident father involvement 
coefficient was smaller than the full sample and did attain statistical significance.  The 
nonresident father involvement coefficient was larger than the full sample coefficient and did not 
attain significance.  The change in coefficient size was small for the resident sample and larger 
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for the nonresident sample, meaning the error associated with measurement error was larger in 
the nonresident sample.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in the White sample (see 
Table 21A). 
Talking to the father about dating increased the odds of having unprotected in the resident 
Hispanic sample (4.1%) but decreased the odds for the nonresident Hispanic sample (33.4%).  
Neither result was statistically significant.  The father involvement coefficient for the resident 
sample was larger than the coefficient in the full sample.  The coefficient for the nonresident 
sample was smaller than the coefficient in the full sample but did not achieve statistical 
significance.  The size of the change of both coefficients was small meaning the amount of error 
associated with measurement error was small for this model.  Feeling close to the father was not 
a moderator in the nonresident sample (see Table 21A). 
Talking to the father decreased the odds of having unprotected sex for resident and 
nonresident other race children (4.5% and 56.8%).  Neither result was statistically significant.  
Both father involvement coefficients are smaller in this model than in the full model.  The size of 
the change in the coefficients was moderate meaning the amount of error associated with 
measurement error was not large or small.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in the 
nonresident sample (see Table 21A). 
Alternatively Coded Sample (Table 22) 
Talking to the father about dating increased the odds of resident Black sample (3.7%) and 
decreased the odds of the nonresident sample (12.2%); neither result was statistically significant.  
The father involvement coefficients are smaller in this model than in the full sample, but they did 
not attain statistical significance.   The change in coefficient size was small meaning that the 
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error associated with measurement was small.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in 
this model (see Table 22A). 
Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident and nonresident White 
children had unprotected sex (18.9% and 15.6% respectively).  Neither result was statistically 
significant.  The resident and nonresident father involvement coefficients were larger in this 
model than the full sample and neither attained significance.   The change in coefficient size was 
small for both coefficients meaning the error associated with measurement error was small for 
this model.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator for the full sample (see Table 22A). 
Talking to the father about dating decreased the odds that resident and nonresident 
Hispanic children had unprotected sex (by 11.6% and 28.5%) but was not statistically significant. 
Both coefficients were smaller in this model than they were in the full sample but the change in 
coefficient size was small. This means there was not a lot of error due to measurement error in 
this model. Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in the nonresident sample (see Table 
22A). 
Talking to the father about dating decreased the odds of having unprotected sex in both 
the resident and nonresident sample (0.8% and 50.6%) but was not statistically significant.  Both 
the resident and nonresident coefficients were smaller in this model than they were in the full 
sample.  The resident sample had a larger change in coefficient size than the nonresident sample, 
but the change in size for both coefficients was moderate.  Meaning there was error in the model 
due to measurement error but it was not large. Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in 
the nonresident sample (see Table 22A). 
Unmarried and Never Dated Sample (Table 23) 
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 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds of having unprotected sex in the 
resident and nonresident Black sample (5.2% and 4.9% respectively), but was not statistically 
significant.  The coefficient for the resident sample was smaller than the full sample, but was not 
statistically significant.  The coefficient for the nonresident sample was larger than the full 
sample and did not achieve significance.  The change in coefficient size was larger for the 
nonresident sample meaning that the error associated with child effect was larger for the 
nonresident sample.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this sample (see Table 
23A). 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident and nonresident White 
children had unprotected sex (6.4% and 13.5%); neither result was statistically significant.   The 
resident father coefficient in this model was smaller than the father involvement coefficient in 
the full sample, but did not attain significance.  The father involvement coefficient for the 
nonresident sample was larger than the coefficient in the full sample and also did not attain 
significance.  The size of the change for both coefficients was small, meaning the error 
associated with child effects was also small.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in 
this model (see Table 23A). 
Talking to the father about dating decreased the odds that resident Hispanic children had 
unprotected sex (37.2%) but increased the odds that nonresident children had unprotected sex 
(9.1%).  Neither result was statistically significant.  The coefficient for the resident sample was 
smaller than the coefficient in the full sample.  The coefficient for the nonresident sample was 
larger than the coefficient in the full sample.  The change in coefficient size was moderate, 
meaning the error associated with child effects was medium in size.  Feeling close to the father 
was not a moderator in this sample (see Table 23A). 
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Talking to the father about dating reduced the odds that resident other race children had 
unprotected sex (40.3%) but was not statistically significant.  The sample size for nonresident 
other race children was too small and the model was dropped.  The coefficient in this model was 
much smaller than the coefficient in the full model meaning there was a lot of error due to child 
effects.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this sample (see Table 23A).  
Unmarried Virgin Sample (Table 24) 
 Talking to the father increased the odds of having unprotected sex for resident and 
nonresident Black children (53.8% and 27.2%); neither of these results were statistically 
significant.  The father involvement coefficients for resident and nonresident children was larger 
than the full sample.   The change in coefficient size was large compared to other sensitivity 
checks, meaning the error associated with child effects was larger in this model.  Feeling close to 
the father was not a moderator in this sample (see Table 24A). 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident and nonresident White 
children had unprotected sex (33.1% and 21.1%); the result for resident children was statistically 
significant.  The coefficients for this model were larger than the coefficients in the full sample, 
but the resident father involvement coefficient did attain significance.  The size of the change of 
the coefficients was moderate which means the error associated with child effects was not too 
large.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this sample (see Table 24A). 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident Hispanic children had 
unprotected sex (30.8%) and decreased the odds that nonresident children had unprotected sex 
(42.%).  Neither result was statistically significant.  The resident coefficient in this model was 
larger than the resident coefficient in the full sample.  The nonresident coefficient was smaller 
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than the coefficient in the full model.  The change in coefficient size for both samples was 
moderate, meaning there was error associated with child effects, but it wasn’t large.  Feeling 
close to the father was not a moderator for the nonresident sample (see Table 24A). 
 Talking to the father about dating decreased the odds that resident and nonresident other 
race children had unprotected sex (19.2% and 80.5%), but neither result was statistically 
significant.  Both the coefficient for resident and nonresident sample were smaller than the 
coefficient in the full sample.  The change in coefficient size was large meaning there was a lot 
of error due to child effects in this model.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this 
model (see Table 24A). 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample (Table 25) 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds of having unprotected sex for the 
resident and nonresident Black sample (10.5 and 105.2% respectively); neither result was 
statistically significant.  The father involvement coefficients were larger in this model than in the 
full sample.  In the nonresident sample, the change in coefficient size was large meaning the 
error associated child effects was large.  Feeling close to dad was not a moderator in this model 
(see Table 25A). 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident and nonresident White 
children had unprotected sex (10.1% and 32.3%) but was not statistically significant.  The 
resident father involvement coefficient was smaller than the full sample.  The nonresident father 
involvement coefficient was larger than the full sample coefficient.  In terms of the size of the 
change in coefficients, the nonresident coefficient was larger than the resident coefficient.  The 
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error associated with child effects was larger for the nonresident sample.  Feeling close to the 
father was not a moderator in this model (see Table 25A). 
 Talking to the father about dating decreased the odds that resident Hispanic children had 
unprotected sex (5.2%) and increased the odds that nonresident Hispanic children had 
unprotected sex (111.3%) but neither result was statistically significant.  The resident coefficient 
was smaller than the full sample coefficient but the change in size was small.  The nonresident 
coefficient was much larger than the full sample coefficient (more than double the size) meaning 
there was a lot of error in this sample due to child effects.  Feeling close to the father was not a 
moderator in this model (see Table 25A). 
 Feeling close to the father decreased the odds of having unprotected sex in the resident 
Other race sample (by 50.5%) but was not statistically significant.  The sample size for the 
nonresident sample was too small and the model was dropped.  The coefficient for the resident 
sample was much smaller than the coefficient in the full sample meaning there was a lot of error 
due to child effects.  Feeling close to the father was not a moderator in this model (see Table 
25A). 
Full Sample, Never Dated and Virgin (Table 26) 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that resident and nonresident Black 
children had unprotected sex (by 11.9% and 94.8% respectively), but neither result was 
statistically significant.  The father involvement coefficients in this model were larger than the 
coefficients in the full sample.  The resident coefficient increased by a small amount; the 
nonresident coefficient was almost double full sample coefficient.  The bias associated with 
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measurement error was larger in the nonresident sample.  Feeling close to the father was not a 
moderator (see Table 26A). 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that White children had unprotected 
sex (3% for resident children and 53.2% for nonresident children); these results were not 
statistically significant.  The resident father involvement coefficient was smaller in this model 
than in the full sample.  The nonresident father involvement variable was larger than the full 
sample.  The size of the change was largest in the nonresident sample, which means the error 
associated with child effects was larger in the nonresident sample.  Feeling close to the father 
was not a moderator in this model (see Table 26A). 
 Talking to the father about dating increased the odds that Hispanic resident and 
nonresident children had unprotected sex (23.4% and 67.3%).  Both father involvement 
coefficients were larger in this model than in the full sample.  The nonresident father 
involvement coefficient was larger than the resident’s coefficient and was larger than most of the 
father involvement coefficients for this sample meaning there was a lot of error associated with 
child effects in this model.  These results were not statistically significant.  Feeling close to the 
father was not a moderator in this model (see Table 26A). 
 Because the sample size was too small, the run for the Other race sample could not be 
completed for this model. 
Summary of Results 
The first hypothesis, that father involvement will differ by race, was not supported.  Most 
of the results were not statistically significant.  The results were only statistically significant for 
the White sample.  The effect size of talking to the father about dating varied widely by race.  
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The second hypothesis, that feeling close to the father will moderate the effects of talking 
to the father about dating, was not supported.   
Chapter 9: Discussion 
Model 1  
 Though the majority of the literature exploring father’s effects on their children having 
unprotected sex shows father involvement as a protective factor; in this dissertation, father 
involvement generally had no effect on the odds of the child having unprotected sex later in life 
in all three models.  In model one, the effect size of father involvement was very small.  In most 
of the runs, talking to the father did not have a significant effect on the odds of the child having 
unprotected sex later in life, and in all but two of the cases in which the effect was significant, it 
increased the odds of the child having unprotected sex later in life.  As explained in the theory 
section, father involvement can work both ways: to either encourage or discourage risky 
behavior.  Because we are unable to determine the content of the conversations parents had with 
their children, we are unable to determine why exactly talking to the child about dating resulted 
in increased risk for children.  It is important to note that most fathers did not talk to their 
children about dating.  Additionally, most of the children who were engaging in sexual activity 
between 18 and 27 years old were having protected sex. 
In cases where the father coefficient got larger than the full sample, these results mimic a 
finding in Coley et al. (2013) who found that the more parents warned their children of the 
dangers of having sex, the more their children engaged in risky behavior.  Father engagement in 
this model increased the likelihood of having unprotected sex which mimics Clawson and Reese-
Weber’s (2003) results. Additionally, in the models where closeness was explored as a 
moderator, this study found that closeness did not moderate the effect of talking to the father 
about dating on the odds of engaging in unprotected sex.   
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To control for the measurement errors, child and father effects and temporal ordering 
issues, a series of sensitivity checks were employed.  Though the hope was that the sensitivity 
checks would decrease the coefficient size of fathers talking to their children about dating, they 
did not always behave as expected.  In the sensitivity checks to correct measurement error, the 
coefficients for father engagement became larger for one model and smaller for the second but 
did not become statistically significant.  In the sensitivity checks to control for child effects, the 
father involvement coefficients became smaller in most of the resident sample runs and two 
attained greater statistical significance.  In the nonresident sample, the father involvement 
coefficients became larger and none attained statistical significance.   
 As can be seen in the appendix, closeness affects unprotected sex in some models, but it 
did not moderate the effect of father involvement on unprotected sex.  Though the interaction 
term of feeling close to the father and talking to him about dating decreased the odds of having 
unprotected sex later in life in every model, it was never statistically significant.  The decrease 
ranged from 1.2% to 15.9%.  Thus feeling close to the father is a protective factor for some 
children (resident children, resident sons, resident daughters, White resident children, White 
nonresident children and Black nonresident children) but did not moderate the effects of talking 
to children about dating.  Despite it not being statistically significant in every model and it not 
being a moderator, I think it is fair to say feeling close to the father served as a protective factor. 
It is possible that closeness to the father moderates certain types of father involvement but not 
talking about dating.   
 Though my results are unpowered, there were a few variables that had interesting results. It 
is interesting that mothers’ discussions of sex with their children also increased the odds of the 
child having unprotected sex in most of the regressions in models one and two.  These results 
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were also not statistically significant, and the effect sizes were not large.  Children who thought 
that their mothers would be disappointed to learn they were having sex did have decreased odds 
of having unprotected sex in all but two of the models. The results were statistically significant 
for nonresident children in the unmarried model and virgin and never dated in model one and in 
the full sample of other race regression in model three. Father disappointment decreased the odds 
of the child having unprotected sex in resident models and increased the odds of unprotected sex 
in many of the nonresident models.  In the cases where the result was statistically significant, the 
effect size moderate. 
Being a daughter increased the odds of engaging in sexual risk in the nonresident full 
sample and in the nonresident full sample of children who had never dated and were virgins. 
Being Black increased the odds of having unprotected sex in the resident sample of all the 
models and in the nonresident sample in the unmarried sample and alternatively coded sample.  
Being Hispanic increased the odds of having unprotected sex in the resident full sample, resident 
unmarried sample, resident alternatively coded sample, resident unmarried virgin sample and 
resident full sample who were virgins and had never dated.  Being Other race increased the odds 
of having unprotected sex in the resident sample of all the models. 
Model 2 
Like the first model showed, talking to the father about dating increased the odds of the 
child engaging in unprotected sex when they were older.  Though talking to father increased the 
odds of having unprotected sex for son and daughters, these results were only statistically 
significant for resident sons and nonresident daughters.  This shows a difference in the effects of 
father involvement by gender.  This paper is unable to explore the messages fathers send to their 
children, but we can assume a message that was meant to be protective had the opposite effect.  
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This finding supports the idea that fathers have sex positive conversations with their sons.  It also 
supports the idea of fathers having more restrictive conversations with their daughters. 
Unlike the first model, the results for resident children were not consistently larger than 
the effects for nonresident children.  This complements social capital theory and the idea that 
fatherhood is evolving. Nonresident fathers are playing larger roles in socializing their children.  
Resident fathers have more opportunities to talk to their children about dating and sex because 
they have more access to their children than nonresident fathers; however, it appears that resident 
fathers are taking advantage of the time they do spend with their children to share their social 
capital. 
In the first model, feeling close to the father was not a moderator.  The same was true for 
this paper.  Though the interaction term of feeling close to the father decreased the odds of 
having unprotected sex later in life in life in every model, it was never statistically significant.  
The decrease ranged from 1.2% to 15.9%.Feeling close to the father may serve as a protective 
factor against having unprotected sex if the messages the father sends to his daughters are 
empowering and encourage self-efficacy. 
The results of race in this paper were mixed.  Being Black increased the odds of having 
unprotected sex for nonresident sons in the full sample, unmarried sample, the alternatively 
coded sample, unmarried virgin sample and in the full, never dated and virgin sample; it 
increased the odds for resident daughters in the unmarried sample, the alternatively coded 
sample, and unmarried virgin sample; it increased the odds for nonresident daughters in the 
alternatively coded sample; and it increased the odds for resident sons in the alternatively coded 
sample, and unmarried virgin sample.  Being Hispanic increased the odds of having unprotected 
sex for resident sons in all the models.  Being Other race increased the odds of having 
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unprotected sex for resident daughters in all the models and for resident sons in the alternatively 
coded sample, and in the unmarried virgin sample.  
Model 3 
As in the previous two models, most fathers had not talked to their children about dating 
and of the children who were having sex later in life, most of the children were engaging in 
protected sex.  As for the fathers who talked to their children about dating, like the previous two 
papers, this conversation increased the odds of having unprotected sex in most of the models.  
There was a difference in the effect of talk to the father about dating on their emerging adult 
children having unprotected sex by race. The White sample was the only sample to attain 
statistical significance but it also the largest racial group in the sample.   
Though I was unable to measure the exact cultural differences in the races, it is clear that 
culture affected father involvement.  Social capital varies by race (Julian, McKenry & 
McKelvey, 1994; Pong, Hao & Gardner, 2005).  Latino and Asian heritages are more restrictive 
in regards to sexuality than White and Black cultures (Gillmore et al., 2011).  Like Diiorio, 
Pluhar, and Belcher (2003) explained in their paper, fathers may perceive themselves as having 
conversations with their children but the children are not perceiving the conversations in the 
same way.  This may account for the low percentages of children in this study who reported 
talking to their father about dating.   
Cabrera and Bradley (2012) raise an interesting point about the adverse effect of stress 
and depression on fathering.  They argued that stress and depression decrease paternal warmth 
and increase levels of conflict with the child.  Although their example was based on immigrant 
Latino fathers, fathers of color face significantly more stress than White fathers due to racism 
and discrimination and this stress can affect their fathering.  In addition to discrimination, fathers 
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of color face many negative stereotypes.  For Black fathers the most prominent stereotype is that 
they are absent or that when they are involved in their children’s lives they are deadbeat fathers. 
Latino fathers are stereotyped by machismo, sexist and aggressive behavior (Glass and Owen, 
2010). Asian fathers are stereotyped as distant and cold (Schwartz & Finley, 2005). Additionally, 
acculturation, or lack thereof on the father’s part, can also cause rifts in the father child 
relationship (Glass & Owen, 2010).   
Closeness did not serve as a moderator to father involvement in model.   
Chapter 10: Limitations 
This paper had a few limitations.  In Add Health, only children of resident fathers were 
asked if they discussed sex with their fathers. To produce comparable estimates of the effects of 
father involvement on the sexual risk behavior of children with resident and nonresident fathers, 
I had to use a question about dating that was asked of both resident and nonresident children. The 
closest question was about discussing dating within the past 30 days.   Given my options, I 
decided that talking to the father about dating was a good proxy for talking to the father about 
sex.  Ultimately, I was unable to tell what the content of the conversation was. Another limitation 
was the way I operationalized unprotected sex. In wave three, unprotected sex was only 
measured as condom use. Per the Guttmacher Institute (2016), the pill is the most commonly 
used contraceptive, followed by tubal (female) sterilization and then condoms.  However, they 
also state that condom use is especially common among teenagers and women in their twenties, 
which is the age the children were in wave three.  Additionally, many couples use more than one 
method of birth control simultaneously (Frost & Darroch, 2008).  Therefore, this paper 
overestimates the amount of young adults engaging in unprotected sex.  Another limitation of 
this paper was that it explored heterosexual relationships only.   
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 The data analysis methods were also limited by the data.  Though the close proximity of 
waves one and two was acknowledged earlier in the paper, there was not a solution to fix that.  
This paper still used temporal ordering but can acknowledge that we would feel more confident 
in the effectiveness of temporal ordering if there was more time between waves one and two.  
The very small size of my Other race sample meant that it had to be eliminated when samples 
were reduced to included only children who had never dated by wave one.  The dataset was not 
weighted and the results cannot be generalized the general population.   
 This dissertation utilized many methods to control for bias and reverse causality.  Though 
these methods were employed, it is important to note that the threat of reverse causality and bias 
was not fully eradicated and the results may still be affected.  Additionally, I could not control 
completely for omitted variable bias, because there were some confounders (content of 
conversations regarding sex) that were not observed.  
Chapter 11: Conclusion 
 Growth in the proportion of children with single mothers and absent fathers has become a 
scapegoat for the increase in unprotected sex among youth and young adults, which has been an 
important public health issue for decades.  For example, a common stereotype is that children of 
single mothers are more prone to sexual risk than children in two parent households.  This 
dissertation aims to examine the role fathers, even nonresident fathers, can play in their 
children’s decisions about engaging in unprotected sexual activity.  The study also explores 
whether fathers influence varies by race and gender. Prior studies are inconclusive, indicating 
both positive and negative effects of father involvement on children’s decisions about 
unprotected sex. Therefore, this dissertation did not begin with a set hypothesis. Instead, the data 
revealed that children who talked to their father about dating had increased odds of engaging in 
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unprotected sex when they were older.  Through three different models, this dissertation also 
found that gender and race also affected the odds of children engaging in unprotected sex.  This 
dissertation also found that closeness was not a moderator. 
Chapter 6 (Model 1) found that talking to the resident father about dating was associated 
with increased odds of having unprotected sex when the child was older.  Except for the 
alternatively coded sample, unmarried sample that never dated and unmarried virgins who never 
dated, these results were robust to sample adjustments and recoding to account for measurement 
error and sample adjustments to account for child effects. The study also found that feeling close 
to the father did not moderate the effects of talking about dating in either the resident or 
nonresident sample.  These results were the combined results of sons and daughters and children 
of all races.   Like the first model, Chapter 8 (the second model) found that talking to the father 
about dating increased the odds of having unprotected sex when the child was older.  This model 
did find a difference between the effects of father involvement on sons and daughters.  Although 
talking to the father increased the odds of having unprotected sex in most of the models, these 
results were only statistically significant for nonresident daughters and resident sons.  Closeness 
was not found to be a moderator.  Like the previous two models, Chapter 9 (the third model) did 
find that for some samples talking to the father increased the odds of the child having 
unprotected sex as an emerging adult.  There was a difference in the effect of father involvement 
by race. More specifically resident White children in the unmarried and unmarried and virgin 
samples had increased odds of having unprotected sex.  Closeness was a not moderator in this 
model.    
Most of the fathers had not talked to their children about dating.  Given that when fathers 
did talk to their children about dating, it increased the odds of having unprotected sex, one has to 
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worry about the delivery and the message the fathers sent to their children, especially because we 
know the message varies by gender, race and culture.  To be clear, it is important that fathers talk 
to their children about dating and sex.  However, this study strongly suggests that the messages 
fathers are sending are the wrong ones.  Therefore, future studies will focus on the content of the 
conversations fathers have with their sons and daughters about dating and, if after accounting for 
content, talking to children about dating still appears to be positively associated with risky sexual 





Table 2: Demographics for Paper 1 (SE in parenthesis) 
  R NR 
Outcome Variables 
Unprotected Sex 22.74% 29.08%*** 
Treatment Variables 
Talk to father about dating 30.59% 21.62%*** 
Control Variables 










Black 13.43% 36.78%*** 
White 60.06% 41.10%*** 
Hispanic 15.65% 14.76% 
Other 10.78% 7.77%*** 
Female 52.63% 58.74%*** 















Ever dated 50.07% 56.76%*** 






























Mother would be disappointed 81.94% 71.02%*** 
Father would be disappointed   










Marital Status at Wave 3 12.46% 12.30% 
 N = 6,901 N = 3,219 






Table 3: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full Sample  
 Resident Nonresident 








Talk to Dad 1.136 0.978-1.321 0.095 0.944 0.744-1.198 0.638 
Age 0.924 0.867-0.984 0.014 1.052 0.975-1.136 0.191 
Black 1.258 1.029-1.538 0.025 1.184 0.955-1.468 0.123 
Hispanic 1.390 1.149-1.682 0.001 1.027 0.774-1.362 0.855 
Other 1.420 1.127-1.788 0.003 1.185 0.824-1.705 0.360 
Female 1.071 0.925-1.240 0.361 1.194 0.979-1.456 0.080 
Ever Had Sex 1.372 1.230-1.530 0.000 1.135 0.988-1.305 0.075 
Ever Dated 1.171 1.012-1.355 0.034 1.289 1.051-1.581 0.015 
Feel Close to Dad 0.927 0.867-0.991 0.027 0.989 0.934-1.048 0.712 
Ever live with Dad  1.095 0.897-1.337 0.372 
Father would be disappointed 0.874 0.714-1.069 0.191 1.086 0.814-1.449 0.575 
Mother would be disappointed 0.905 0.714-1.069 0.376 0.803 0.641-1.006 0.057 
Mother talked to child about sex 1.037 0.965-1.116 0.324 1.032 0.937-1.136 0.523 
Feels mom is warm 0.935 0.852-1.026 0.155 0.958 0.845-1.087 0.507 
Feels family pays attention 1.033 0.949-1.125 0.457 0.988 0.887-1.097 0.816 
Feels parent care 1.056 0.925-1.205 0.418 1.111 0.940-1.312 0.217 
Family Income 0.994 0.992-0.996 0.000 0.997 0.993-1.000 0.044 
Feel sex would make friends respect 





Feel sex would make their partners 





Self-esteem 0.928 0.867-0.993 0.030 0.850 0.779-0.927 0.000 
Religiosity 0.993 0.975-1.011 0.451 0.994 0.971-1.017 0.595 







Table 4: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried Sample 











Talk to Dad 1.156 0.975-1.371 0.094 0.980 0.754-1.024 0.879 
Age 0.886 0.825-0.953 0.001 1.026 0.941-1.118 0.561 
Black 1.385 1.116-1.721 0.003 1.218 0.964-1.538 0.099 
Hispanic 1.498 1.209-1.856 0.000 1.219 0.896-1.657 0.207 
Other 1.551 1.206-1.995 0.001 1.076 0.714-1.622 0.726 
Female 1.013 0.861-1.192 0.876 1.139 0.919-1.411 0.234 
Ever Had Sex 1.381 1.220-1.564 0.000 1.151 0.989-1.341 0.070 
Ever Dated 1.217 1.036-1.431 0.017 1.336 1.072-1.665 0.010 
Feel Close to Dad 0.928 0.861-1.001 0.052 0.996 0.936-1.061 0.910 
Ever live with Dad  1.100 0.884-1.370 0.393 
Father would be disappointed 0.842 0.672-1.055 0.134 0.926 0.667-1.285 0.645 
Mother would be disappointed 0.941 0.733-1.208 0.633 0.812 0.635-1.038 0.096 
Mother talked to child about sex 1.026 0.946-1.113 0.532 1.033 0.931-1.146 0.540 
Feels mom is warm 0.946 0.852-1.051 0.302 0.937 0.819-1.072 0.344 
Feels family pays attention 1.010 0.918-1.110 0.845 0.986 0.880-1.104 0.805 
Feels parent care 1.043 0.903-1.206 0.564 1.083 0.906-1.295 0.383 
Family Income 0.995 0.918-1.110 0.000 0.996 0.993-1.000 0.044 
Feel sex would make friends respect 





Feel sex would make their partners 





Self-esteem 0.930 0.862-1.004 0.062 0.849 0.773-0.933 0.001 
Religiosity 0.997 0.977-1.017 0.775 0.997 0.973-1.022 0.828 







Table 5: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternatively Coded Sample 
 Resident Nonresident 








Talk to Dad 1.094 0.927-1.292 0.287 0.936 0.725-1.208 0.610 
Age 0.850 0.792-0.912 0.000 0.968 0.892-1.051 0.444 
Black 1.565 1.265-1.936 0.000 1.420 1.131-1.784 0.003 
Hispanic 1.465 1.190-1.805 0.000 1.240 0.920-1.671 0.158 
Other 1.615 1.263-2.067 0.000 1.134 0.760-1.691 0.539 
Female 0.926 0.789-1.086 0.344 1.034 0.838-1.275 0.757 
Ever Had Sex 1.276 1.131-1.439 0.000 1.117 0.964-1.295 0.141 
Ever Dated 1.171 0.998-1.373 0.053 1.263 1.189-1.569 0.034 
Feel Close to Dad 0.941 0.875-1.012 0.102 1.005 0.946-1.068 0.873 
Ever live with Dad  1.134 0.917-1.403 0.247 
Father would be disappointed 0.833 0.670-1.037 0.102 0.852 0.620-1.172 0.325 
Mother would be disappointed 0.967 0.759-1.232 0.786 0.834 0.657-1.059 0.137 
Mother talked to child about sex 1.007 0.930-1.088 0.869 1.006 0.909-1.113 0.909 
Feels mom is warm 0.951 0.859-1.052 0.329 0.926 0.811-1.058 0.261 
Feels family pays attention 1.008 0.919-1.106 0.862 0.995 0.891-1.112 0.929 
Feels parent care 1.036 0.898-1.196 0.623 1.077 0.903-1.285 0.408 
Family Income 0.996 0.994-0.998 0.001 0.997 0.994-1.001 0.134 
Feel sex would make friends respect 





Feel sex would make their partners 





Self-esteem 0.938 0.871-1.010 0.090 0.860 0.784-0.942 0.001 
Religiosity 0.999 0.998-1.373 0.954 0.992 0.968-1.016 0.494 







Table 6: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Never Dated Sample 
 Resident Nonresident 








Talk to Dad 0.969 0.730-1.285 0.826 1.005 0.624-1.620 0.982 
Age 0.957 0.860-1.065 0.417 0.944 0.816-1.091 0.433 
Black 1.431 1.050-1.951 0.023 1.067 0.733-1.553 0.736 
Hispanic 1.191 0.862-1.644 0.289 1.075 0.656-1.761 0.774 
Other 1.614 1.124-2.318 0.009 0.934 0.498-1.752 0.831 
Female 0.996 0.786-1.261 0.971 1.032 0.734-1.452 0.857 
Ever Had Sex 1.366 1.077-1.391 0.005 1.018 0.718-0.967 0.894 
Feel Close to Dad 0.882 0.786-0.990 0.033 1.016 0.920-1.121 0.754 
Ever live with Dad  0.940 0.659-1.342 0.735 
Father would be disappointed 0.763 0.537-1.886 0.133 0.852 0.490-1.481 0.569 
Mother would be disappointed 0.925 0.618-1.384 0.704 1.023 0.643-1.630 0.922 
Mother talked to child about sex 0.947 0.843-1.065 0.365 0.979 0.837-1.145 0.791 
Feels mom is warm 0.902 0.768-1.060 0.210 1.021 0.808-1.290 0.862 
Feels family pays attention 1.156 0.999-1.337 0.052 0.919 0.774-1.092 0.339 
Feels parent care 1.071 0.835-1.373 0.591 0.945 0.698-1.278 0.711 
Family Income 0.995 0.992-0.998 0.004 0.979 0.969-0.988 0.000 
Feel sex would make friends respect 





Feel sex would make their partners 


















Table 7: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Virgin Sample 
 Resident Nonresident 








Talk to Dad 1.264 1.021-1.564 0.031 1.096 0.750-1.601 0.637 
Age 0.883 0.806-0.967 0.008 0.947 0.830-1.080 0.416 
Black 1.559 1.177-2.064 0.002 1.053 0.753-1.472 0.763 
Hispanic 1.302 0.996-1.702 0.053 1.154 0.756-1.762 0.507 
Other 1.552 1.150-2.093 0.004 1.184 0.700-2.005 0.530 
Female 1.009 0.831-1.224 0.930 1.083 0.801-1.464 0.603 
Ever Dated 1.228 1.015-1.484 0.034 1.111 0.828-1.489 0.483 
Feel Close to Dad 0.938 0.851-1.033 0.193 1.011 0.925-1.105 0.805 
Ever live with Dad  0.850 0.620-1.166 0.315 
Father would be disappointed 0.750 0.556-1.012 0.060 0.771 0.491-1.211 0.260 
Mother would be disappointed 1.177 0.799-1.733 0.410 0.759    0.492-1.172  0.214 
Mother talked to child about sex 1.017 0.923-1.122 0.728 1.025 0.887-1.186 0.735 
Feels mom is warm 0.940 0.826-1.071 0.353 0.919 0.980-1.053 0.415 
Feels family pays attention 0.970 0.863-1.090 0.608 0.960 0.820-1.124 0.609 
Feels parent care 0.987 0.824-1.182 0.884 1.155 0.865-1.544 0.329 
Family Income 0.994 0.826-1.071 0.000 0.993 0.751-1.126 0.022 
Feel sex would make friends respect 





Feel sex would make their partners 





Self-esteem 0.890 0.810-0.978 0.015 0.792 0.694-0.904 0.001 
Religiosity 0.999 0.974-1.025 0.931 1.016 0.828-1.489 0.395 







Table 8: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Virgins that Never Dated Sample 
 Resident Nonresident 








Talk to Dad 1.026 0.750-1.404 0.871 1.492 0.875-2.542 0.141 
Age 0.922 0.818-1.038 0.180 0.873 0.733-1.041 0.130 
Black 1.366 0.957-1.951 0.086 1.178 0.767-1.810 0.453 
Hispanic 1.087 0.762-1.551 0.645 1.148 0.649-2.031 0.635 
Other 1.556 1.053-2.298 0.026 1.071 0.538-2.132 0.846 
Female 0.878 0.680-1.132 0.314 0.908 0.614-1.323 0.629 
Feel Close to Dad 0.866 0.760-0.987 0.031 0.993 0.858-1.113 0.902 
Ever live with Dad  0.964 0.636-1.460 0.861 
Father would be disappointed 0.742 0.496-1.111 0.147 0.988 0.527-1.854 0.971 
Mother would be disappointed 0.894 0.548-1.458 0.652 0.912 0.501-1.662 0.764 
Mother talked to child about sex 0.979 0.863-1.112 0.747 0.963 0.804-1.154 0.685 
Feels mom is warm 0.912 0.765-1.087 0.303 0.933 0.714-1.219 0.612 
Feels family pays attention 1.155 0.981-1.360 0.083 0.953 0.782-1.161 0.632 
Feels parent care 1.062 0.796-1.416 0.684 0.949 0.664-1.355 0.773 
Family Income 0.994 0.990-0.998 0.002 0.975 0.963-0.987 0.000 












Self-esteem 0.911 0.805-1.031 0.140 0.752 0.633-0.893 0.001 
Religiosity 0.996 0.964-1.030 0.818 1.008 0.961-1.057 0.737 







Table 9: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, 
Virgins that Never Dated Sample 
 Resident Nonresident 








Talk to Dad 1.207 1.041-1.399 0.013 0.989 0.781-1.252 0.927 
Age 0.964 0.907-1.025 0.242 1.081 1.004-1.164 0.040 
Black 1.302 1.068-1.588 0.009 1.179 0.953-1.459 0.130 
Hispanic 1.391 1.068-1.588 0.001 1.028 0.775-1.363 0.847 
Other 1.426 1.134-1.794 0.002 1.151 0.801-1.654 0.446 
Female 1.094 0.946-1.265 0.226 1.214 0.996-1.479 0.055 
Feel Close to Dad 0.917 0.858-0.980 0.010 0.984 0.929-1.043 0.591 
Ever live with Dad  1.100 0.902-1.343 0.346 
Father would be disappointed 0.852 0.697-1.042 0.119 1.096 0.930-1.297 0.553 
Mother would be disappointed 0.816 0.656-1.015 0.067 0.731 0.880-1.084 0.005 
Mother talked to child about sex 1.060 0.986-1.139 0.116 1.051 0.587-0.909 0.309 
Feels mom is warm 0.926 0.844-1.015 0.102 0.946 0.972-1.017 0.385 
Feels family pays attention 1.010 0.928-1.099 0.819 0.977 0.851-1.016 0.659 
Feels parent care 1.059 0.929-1.208 0.391 1.098 0.903-1.085                                    0.268
Family Income 0.994 0.992-0.996 0.000 0.997 0.834-1.072 0.055 












Self-esteem 0.926 0.865-0.991 0.026 0.847 0.822-1.461 0.000 
Religiosity 0.994 0.977-1.013 0.545 0.994 0.777-0.924 0.630 







Table 10: Demographics for Paper 2 (SE in parenthesis) 
 Daughters Sons 
 R NR R NR 
Outcome Variables 
Unprotected Sex 22.82% 29.98% 22.64% 27.78% 
Unprotected Sex (Alt. coding) 16.99%* 23.48% 19.03% 23.72% 
Treatment Variables 
Talk to father about dating 31.42% 21.26% 29.67% 22.14% 
Control Variables 


















Black 14.26%* 37.65%+ 12.51% 34.56% 
White 60.55% 40.51% 59.53% 41.94% 
Hispanic 15.25% 14.07% 16.09% 15.74% 
Other 9.86%** 7.77% 11.81% 7.76% 



























Ever dated 51.62%** 57.80% 48.33% 55.27% 
































Table 10: Demographics for Paper 2 (SE in parenthesis) 
 Daughters Sons 
 R NR R NR 




































Mother would be disappointed 86.23%*** 76.47%*** 77.18% 63.25% 









Ever lived with father  56.94%  57.15% 









Marital Status at wave 3 15.28%*** 14.44%*** 9.33% 9.26% 
 N = 3,632 N = 1,891 N = 3,269 N = 1,328 







Table 12: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full 
Sample  
 Daughters Sons 



















































































































































































Table 12: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full Sample 
Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
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Table 13: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried Sample  
 Daughters Sons 



















































































































































































Table 13: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
Sample Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
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Table 14: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample  
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 












































































































































































Table 14: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Alternative 
Sample Continued   
 Daughters Sons 
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Table 15: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Never Dated Sample  
 Daughters Sons 











































































































































































Table 15: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Never Dated Sample Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
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Table 16: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Virgin Sample  
 Daughters Sons 













































































































































































Table 16: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
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Table 17: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample  
 Daughters Sons 





















































































































































































Table 17: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried, 
Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Daughters Sons 




































Feel sex would make 












Feel sex would make their 










































Table 18: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full, Never Dated and Virgin Sample  
 Daughters Sons 








































































































































































Table 18: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, Never 
Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
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Table 20: Demographics for Paper 3 by Residence Status (SE in parenthesis) 
 Black White Hispanic Other 
  R NR R NR R NR R NR 
Outcome Variables 
Unprotected Sex 25.67% 31.77% 19.42% 26.61% 45.77% 28.63% 27.25% 30.40% 
Unprotected Sex (Alt 
coding) 
22.55% 28.35% 14.69% 19.50% 42.26% 23.79% 22.72% 41.78% 
Treatment Variable 
Talk to father about 
dating 
26.75% 17.42% 33.94% 27.97% 43.74% 18.53% 23.66% 13.60% 
Control Variables 




































Female 55.88% 60.80% 53.06% 57.90% 51.30% 56.00% 48.12% 58.80% 


















Having Sex Would 


















Having Sex Would 


















Ever dated 45.42% 51.58% 51.72% 62.13% 50.19% 57.47% 46.37% 50.09% 





































Table 20: Demographics for Paper 3 by Residence Status (SE in parenthesis) Continued 
 Black White Hispanic Other 
 R NR R NR R NR R NR 




































































Mother would be 
disappointed 
76.70% 70.37% 84.08% 71.13% 77.78% 69.90% 83.06% 75.60% 
Mother discussed sex 

















Ever lived with father   47.31% 
 
64.85%   58.53%   58.40% 
Felt close to dad in 

















Marital Status at Wave 
3 
6.58% 5.98% 13.49% 17.08% 15.83% 14.95% 9.14% 11.60% 
  N = 927 N = 
1,171 




N = 1,080 N = 475 N = 744 N = 250 







Table 21: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full 
Sample  
 Black White 











































































































































































Table 21: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full Sample 
Continued 
 Black White 
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Table 21: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full Sample 
Continued 
 Hispanic Other 



























































































































































































Table 21: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full Sample 
Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 22: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried Sample  
 Black White 



















































































































































































Table 22: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
Sample Continued 
 Black White 
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Table 22: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 22: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 






































































































































Table 23: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample  
 Black White 

















































































































































































Table 23: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Alternative 
Sample Continued 
 Black White 
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Table 23: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Alternative 
Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
















































































Feel Close to Dad 1.054 0.890-
1.249 
0.543 




























































































Table 23: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Alternative 
Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 24: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Never Dated Sample  
 Black White 




















































































































































































Table 24: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Never Dated Sample Continued 
 Black White 
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0.945                                                                                                                                               







Table 24: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Never Dated Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 



















































   








   








   





   








   








   










   








   








   








   
















Table 24: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Never Dated Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 25: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Virgin Sample  
 Black White 


















































































































































































Table 25: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Black White 
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Table 25: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 




















































































































































































Table 25: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 26: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample  
 Black White 
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Table 26: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried, 
Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Black White 
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Table 26: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried, 
Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 26: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried, 
Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 27: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full, Never Dated and Virgin Sample  
 Black White 






























































































































































Table 27: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, Never 
Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Black White 
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Table 27: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, Never 
Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Table 27: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, Never 
Dated and Virgin Sample Continued 
 Hispanic Other 
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Chapter 12: Implications for Policy and Practice 
The purpose of this dissertation was to explore the ways fathers influenced their 
children’s sexual decision making when they were older.  Young people account for a quarter of 
the population but 50% of the new STI cases (CDC, 2016).  The CDC (2016) reports that both 
young men and women are heavily affected by STIs; however, women face longer term health 
consequences than men, like infertility. Almost half of all pregnancies are unintended (Finer & 
Zolna, 2016).  People of color disproportionally have STIs (CDC, 2016); Black and Hispanic 
people having higher rates of disease than White and Asian people.   
 This paper explored the role fathers play in their children’s sexual decision making.  Most 
of the fathers in this sample did not talk to their children about dating. Many fathers report not 
talking about sex with their own fathers (Wilson, Dalberth, Koo & Gard, 2010).  In Wright’s 
(2009) literature review, he found an article where fathers that had talked to their fathers about 
sex felt more comfortable talking to their children about sex.  Because they had not had this 
conversation with their own father, they were less likely to discuss to sex with their own children 
(Wright, 2009).   
 Fathers can be taught how to have these conversations with their children.  Many 
fatherhood programs include this as part of their offerings in an effort in improve the father-child 
relationship.  Though father involvement programs have had mixed results (Bronte-Tinkew, 
Bowie and Moore, 2007), there a lot of room for improvement.  These programs are evolving.   
 While father involvement, in general, is promoted, it is important that fathers and their 
children have the type of relationship where father involvement will serve as a protective factor 
against risk.  Though closeness was not a moderator in this dissertation, the literature constantly 
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shows that father-child relationships that are close serve to protect the child from engaging in 
risky behavior and other negative outcomes (Booth, Scott & King, 2010; Mitchell, Booth & 
King, 2009; Dorius, Bahr, Hoffman & Harmon, 2004; Miller, Benson & Galbraith, 2001).  There 
are currently many fatherhood programs are geared towards improving the relationship between 
fathers and their children.  A promising example of an effective fatherhood program is Fathers 
and Sons in Chicago.  This program aims to help fathers improve the way they communicate 
with their sons by strengthening their relationship (Caldwell et al., 2004). 
Most of the fatherhood programs are geared towards nonresident and African American 
fathers.  Despite living apart from their children, nonresident fathers are involved in the lives of 
their children and have been shown to positively affect their children’s well-being (Amato & 
Gilbreth, 1999; Stewart, 2003; King and Sobolwski, 2006; Guilamo-Ramos et al., 2012).  
Nonresident father closeness has been found to be associated with positive child outcomes 
(Amato & Gilbreth, 1999; Stewart, 2003).  In certain areas, father involvement programs are 
associated with Department for Child and Families and therefore are mandated.  These specific 
programs will not be able to provide the outcomes I desire. 
 An ideal fatherhood program would focus on the father’s social capital.  As has been 
discussed throughout the dissertation, talking to children about dating and sexual behavior is a 
form of social capital.  An ideal fatherhood program would teach fathers to talk to their children 
about sex without the sexual double standard documented so thoroughly in the literature (Kuhle 
et al., 2014, Morgan, Thorne and Zurbiggen, 2010; Diiorio, Pluhar & Belcher, 2003).  The 
program would teach fathers to empower their daughters to confidently negotiate condom use.  
Fathers would also be taught how to talk about sex in a positive way and avoid using fear and 
shame to discourage their children from having sex before the parents would want them to.   
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 An ideal fatherhood programs needs to be culturally sensitive particularly because culture 
sets the tone and nature of the conversations parents are having with their children.  Because of 
the differences race and culture play in the ways fathers do and do not speak to their children 
about dating and sex, different programs by race would be more successful in having fathers talk 
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Appendix 1: Full Tables with Interaction Terms 
Table 3A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about 
Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 
 Resident Nonresident 























































































Table 3A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating 
on Unprotected Sex in the Full Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 









N 5,242 2,364 
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Table 4A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about 
Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Resident Nonresident 























































































Table 4A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating 
on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried Sample (Z score in parentheses) 





N 4,584 2,087 
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Table 5A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about 
Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Alternatively Coded Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 
 Resident Nonresident 

























































































Table 5A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating 
on Unprotected Sex in the Alternatively Coded Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 





N 5,242 2,364 
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Table 6A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about 
Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried and Never Dated Sample  (Z score in 
parentheses) 
 Resident Nonresident 










































































Feel sex would make their partners 












Table 6A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating 
on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried and Never Dated Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 









Table 7A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating 
on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried and Virgin Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 
 Resident Nonresident 




































































Feel sex would make friends respect 





Feel sex would make their partners 















Table 7A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on 
Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried and Virgin Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 
 Resident Nonresident 
N 3,443 1,176 
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Table 8A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about 
Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried, Virgins that Never Dated Sample (Z score 
in parentheses) 
 Resident Nonresident 
















































































N 2,107 740 
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Table 9A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about 
Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, Virgins that Never Dated Sample  
 Resident Nonresident 























































































Table 12A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 






















































































































Table 12A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full 
Sample  (Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 






























































Table 13A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 





















































































































Table 13A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried Sample  (Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 






























































Table 14A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 


















































































































Table 14A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample  (Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 































































Table 15A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Never Dated Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 




















































































































Table 15A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Never Dated Sample (Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 






















































Table 16A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Virgin Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 





















































































































Table 16A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Virgin Sample  (Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 























































Table 17A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 























































































































Table 17A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 








Family Income 0.986*** 0.957*** 0.999 0.99 
(-3.82) (-4.50) (-0.73) (-1.20) 
















Self-esteem 0.937 0.759* 0.89 0.767 


















Table 18A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full Sample who Never Dated and are Virgins (Z score in parentheses) 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 























































































































Table 18A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full 
Sample who Never Dated and are Virgins  (Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Daughters Sons 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 

















































Table 21A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full 
Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 















































































































Table 21A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full Sample  
(Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 

























































Table 21A continued: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 















































































































Table 21A continued: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 

























































Table 22A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 























































































































Table 22A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
Sample  (Z score in parentheses) Continued 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 
















































Table 22A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 























































































































Table 22A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 

















































Table 23A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample (Z score in parentheses)  
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 














































































































Table 23A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses)  
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 

























































Table 23A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 












































































































Table 23A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Alternative Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 





Family Income 0.997 
(-1.00) 
1.005+(1.68) 0.999(-0.53) 0.990 
Feel sex would make friends respect them more  1.087 
(0.89) 
0.929 
(-0.52) 1.256+1.74) 0.717 
Feel sex would make their partners respect them less 0.958 
(-0.49) 
0.913 


















Table 24A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Never Dated Sample  (Z score in parentheses) 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 






















































































































Table 24A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Never Dated Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 









































Table 24A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Never Dated Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 


































































































Table 24A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Never Dated Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 









































Table 25A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried and Virgin Sample (Z score in parentheses)  
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 























































































































Table 25A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Virgin Sample Continued(Z score in parentheses)  
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 









































Table 25A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 


































































































Table 25A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Unmarried 
and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 








































Table 26A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample (Z score in parentheses)  
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 





















































































































Table 26A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses)  
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 
































Table 26A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 










































































Table 26A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Unmarried, Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 































Table 27A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the 
Full, Never Dated and Virgin Sample (Z score in parentheses) 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 





















































































































Table 27A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, 
Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Black White 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 
































Table 27A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, 
Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 


































































































Table 27A: Exponentiated Odds Ratios Results of the Effect of Talking to Father about Dating on Unprotected Sex in the Full, 
Never Dated and Virgin Sample Continued (Z score in parentheses) 
 Hispanic Other 
 Resident Nonresident Resident Nonresident 

























N 336 105 218 66 
 
